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This study aimed to test the applicability of Weiner's
attributional theory on the field of teacher motivation.
Underlying this aim was the investigation into two fundamental
questions, namely the dimensions of teacher attribution and their
links with motivation level. A Teacher Attribution Scale (TAS)
was constructed on the bases of Weiner's hypotheses and empirical
research. It consisted of 25 hypothetical situations about
successful and frustrating. teaching experiences to elicit 100
responses on teachers' self-attribution. Construct validation of
the scale was then undertaken by employing factor analysis and
multitrait-multimethod( MTMM) analysis.
The sample comprised 246 teachers with varied teaching
experiences who enrolled in two diploma courses in education in
The Chinese University of Hong Kong. In conducting the main
study, three measures including the Teacher Attribution Scale
(TAS), Teacher Motivation Scale (TMS) and Teacher Efficacy Scale
(TES) were administered to the sampled teachers. The subjects'
ratings by their supervisors in the Teaching Performance
Evaluation Form (TPEF) were also collected.
It was found that seven out of the eight factors generated
from the Teacher Attribution Scale matched well with five of the
logically constructed dimensions( The Internal-Stable Dimension,
External-Stable Dimension, Internal-Unstable-Controllable
Dimension, External-Stable-Uncontrollable Dimension and Internal-
Stable-Uncontrollable Dimension) derived from Weiner's
attributional theory. This indicates that teacher attribution can
be comprehended and analyzed in terms of a three-dimensional
scheme of locus, stability and controllability. Concerning the
hypothesized link between teacher attribution dimensions and
motivation level, the relationship was only established in the
cases of internal-stable attribution for success as shown in the
MTMM matrix and the ANOVA results. In the cases of failure, no
apparent link was found between the teacher motivation level and
their attributional dimensions. It is contended that overwhelming
environmental constraints in the educational setting of Hong Kong
may have diminished the effect of teacher attribution on
motivation level in the frustrating situations.
As the Teacher Attribution Scale has demonstrated high
internal consistency and satisfactory factorial validity to
suggest promise for further use, replication of this study in
different cultural settings is recommended. It is believed that
such an approach is needed before any conclusive remark can be
made about the applicability of Weiner's attributional theory on
the study of teacher motivation.
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1CHAPTER I INTRODUCTION
Background and problem of the study
Teacher motivation is undisputedly one of the most crucial
dynamics to bring forth success in education. It remains,
unfortunately, as the least explored and comprehended area in the
teaching profession. Therefore, investigation into the formative
parameters and structural pattern of this construct is of a
significant endeavour. Any discovery on the theoretical plane
will undoubtedly contribute to the field of teacher development
and consequently educational accomplishment.
Reviews on the historical development of motivational
theories reveal the trend that cognitive approach is deemed
increasingly important in the understanding of human motivation
(Colles, 1974 Heckhausen Weiner, 1974 Weiner, 1972a).
Nevertheless, it is. found to be an overlooked-aspect in the
research on teacher motivation. Apart from those evolved from
Vroom's expectancy theory, research works are mostly based on the
assumptions of need theories (see Anderson, 1984 Pastor
Erlandson, 1982 Silver, 1982). It has been recently realized
that attributional theory, which is exemplary of the cognitive
perspective, can be applied to the motivational issues in the
teaching profession (see Hoy Miskel, 1982, p.164-165). However,
research studies on teacher motivation with such theoretical
orientation are still found to be scarce.
2Throughout 1970's to the mid 80's, Weiner has refined his
attributional theory of motivation blocks by blocks in order to
formulate a more satisfactory model in student motivation.
Empirical data showed that students' attributional dimensions
were related to their expectancy level and emotional reaction
which in turn influenced achievement-related behaviour( Weiner,
1972a 1978 1979b 1980 1982 1984a). Moreover, the efficacy
and value of attributional training for improving student
motivation has also been demonstrated (Andrews, 1974 Dweck,
1975 Heckhausen, 1975 .Weiner, 1976a). It is conceived that the
application of the attributional theory to the study of teacher
motivation will be a fresh and relevant attempt. As a precedent
step to this, one has to address two important questions:
(1) What are the dimensions of teacher attribution for success
and failure in teaching? (2) Is there any link between teachers'
dimensions of self-attribution and their level of motivation?
Investigation into these two problems is in fact the focus of the
present study. Answers to them would lead to the establishment of
an attributional model to explain teacher motivation.
3Purpnse, of the Study
The purpose of the present study is to test the
applicability of Weiner's attributional theory on the field of
teacher motivation. A Teacher Attribution Scale( TAS) was
constructed to measure teachers' self-attribution of success and
failure in teaching. Construct validation of the TAS was then
undertaken in two phases: namely factor analysis and a
multitrait-multimethod analysis.
Significance of h_ study.,
The signficance of'the present research is twofold: the
development of a theoretical framework and the construction of a
measuring instrument for teacher attribution. These would havE
important implications for the formulation of teacher motivatior
theory as well as the promotion of teacher motivation in actual
practice.
Teachers' self-attribution of success and failure is well
worth studying. On the one hand, the study represents a cross-
field application of attributional theory. On the other, it is a
pioneering attempt in in-depth analysis of the motivational
construct of teachers. Concerning the construction of the Teacher
Attribution Scale, it serves two specific purposes: (1) to
validate the attributional theory in relation to teacher
motivation, and (2) to provide an instrument for assessing
individual differences in teacher motivation.
4Teacher motivation would probably be a multifaceted
construct. The construct validation of teachers' self-attribution
in this study will make one modest but important contribution:
That is, to suggest a hitherto unnoticed yet valuable building
block for the construction of a comprehensive theory of teacher
motivation. Within the empirical perspective, understanding of
teachers' attributions together with their antecedents and
consequences would open avenues for promoting teacher motivation
through cognitive intervention.
5CHAPTER II REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
The Dsvcholo2v of motivation: Its concevts and theories
As noted by Atkinson (1964, p. 273-274), the term
to motivation has no fixed meaning in contemporary psychology.
Typically, its definitions include the concepts such as drive,
need, incentive, reward, reinforcement, goal setting, and
expectancy (Hoy Miskel, 1982, p.137). Yet, according to most
definitions, motivation consists of three basic components which
activate, direct and sustain human behaviour (Hoy Miskel, 1982,
p.137).
Starting from the 20th century, a number of theories has
been proposed to explain the complex phenomenon of human
motivation. Miskel (1982, p.66-69) has observed that one can
approach motivation in three sets of perspectives:. the behaviour-
cognitive, the content-process, and the intrinsic-extrinsic ones.
All three perspectives have inspired considerable argument in the
literature.
Weiner (1972a, 1980) has identified seven main theoretical
approaches in the psychology of motivation. Chronologically, they
are Freudian psychoanalytic theory, Lewin's field theory,
Hullian drive theory, Atkinson's theory of achievement
motivation, Maslow's humanistic theory, Rotter's theory of social
learning and attributional theory. Upon the review of the
6theories. of motivation, Weiner has made two worth noting
observations. First, each theoretical approach appeals to a
particular reference experiment or observation to demonstrate its
validity. It follows that the theories are not commensurate
(Weiner, 1980, p.6). Second, a progression from mechanistic to
cognitive conceptions of behaviour is witnessed while theories of
motivation are viewed from a historical perspective (Weiner,
1972a).
The cognitive approach to motivatiop.
Whether behaviour should be conceptualized as mechanistic
or cognitive is perhaps the oldest and most central controversy
in the psychology of motivation (Heckhausen Weiner, 1974).
These two theoretical approaches differ in the extent to which
higher mental processes are inferred and employed to account for
the initiation, direction and persistence of behaviour.
The general format of a cognitive model of motivation is:
Stimulus-Cognition-Response (S-C-R). That is, an antecedent
stimulus, viewed as a source of information rather than
stimulation, is conceived as encoded and transformed into a
belief. The meaning imposed upon the environment then
determines the subsequent behavioural response (Heckhausen
Weiner, 1974, p.126).
Pinpointing the role of mental process in human behaviour is
not the sole objective of a cognitive model of motivation. As
explained by Weiner (1972a, p.418), its goal lies in the
7specification of the relationship between the to structure in
knowing and the of structure in action.
The attribution and attributional theories
Attribution theory is exemplary of the cognitive approach in
the field of social psychology. In brief, an attribution is an
inference about why an event occurred or about a person's
dispositions (Harvey Weary, 1981, p.6). People may make
attributions about their own dispositions and experiences just as
readily as they make attributions about others. Hence,
attribution may be perceptions and inferences about others or
about self. Attribution theory, in the widest sense of the term,
deals with the common sense way of answering to why question
(Jasars, Fincham Hewstone. 1983. D.4).
Fritz Heider has been generally regarded as the founding
father of attribution theory. In his theoretical paper on social
perception (1944) and his book The Psychology of Interpersonal
Relations (1958), Heider has laid down several basic concepts
that gave impetus to the development of attribution theory.
Central to Heider's ideas is the assumption that people operate
very much like quasi-scientist in making causal explanation in
everyday life. According to Heider, such attributional activity
is needed for controlling and predicting the social world around
man. Heider's analysis on attributions was phrased in common
sense language. In fact, he has referred his approach as naive
psychology because it is based on the phenomenology of the lay
person. At the heart of his analysis is the view that attribution
8to the environment or to person is distinct and having different
impact on subsequent behaviour. It is these conceptions that have
guided the course of the formulation of attribution theory.
Jones and Davis' (1965) theory of correspondent inferences
is the first explicit empirically-grounded formulation in the.
attribution field. Correspondent inferences in this formulation
refer to inferences about individuals' intentions and
dispositions that follow directly from their behaviours. It was
hypothesized that attribution about others are determined by
three main factors: (1) desirability of outcome, (2) noncommon
effects, and (3) personalism and hedonic relevance. Research
findings from different groups of researchers have been drawn to
support the hypothesis (Jones, Davis Gergen, 1961 Jones De
Charms, 1957 Kleiner, 1960 Steiner Field, 1960). Later in
1976, the theory was refined and extended by Jones and McGillis.
Another influential attribution theory is Kelley's (1967)
analysis of variance (ANOVA) model. It is Kelley's assumption
that man in the street uses a naive version of analysis of
variance in making attributional search. In this analysis of
variance, the salient possible causes constitute the independent
variables and the effect constitutes the dependent variable. In
terms of attributional processes, the attributor is assumed to
attribute effect to those causal factors with which they covary.
According to Kelley, attributors focus on three major dimensions
of information to verify whether they have correctly linked
causes and effects. These three dimensions are the
distinctiveness, consistency and consensus of information that
9associate with the possible causes( persons, entities and
times). In actuality, the ANOVA model's principal implications
are that certain patterns of information lead to certain
attribution. The predictions have been generally confirmed by a
number of experiments (Ferguson Wells, 1980 McArthur, 1972.
Pruitt Insko, 1980 Ruble Feldman, 1976 Zuckerman, 1978).
In the 70's, the attribution theory was further enriched by
Bern's (1972) theory of self-perception and Jones and Nisbett's
(1972) divergent perspectives hypothesis. Bern was the first
theorist concerned with attributional process to focus
exclusively upon self-perception and how people understand their
personal states. Jones and Nisbett had different theorizing focus
from that of Bern.' They have made an influential theoretical
statement on actor-observer differences in the attribution of
causality. It was their hypothesis that people tend to attribute
their own behaviour to situational causes but that of others to
internal ones.
Close examination on the proposed attribution theories
reveals the lack of a coherent and logical network concerning
their hypotheses and conclusions. To be more precise, one can say
that plausible sets of general principles rather than a
monolithic theory have been offered to explain the phenomenon of
at•t-ri mit-i nn-
The theories so far reviewed focus on describing the process
of arriving at the attribution. Starting from the 70's, theories
about the link between attribution one makes for an event and
10
one's reaction towards it emerged. Arrowood first termed them as
attributional theories (Kelley Michela, 1980, p.78).
In a recent review on Attribution theory and research
(1980), Kelley and Michela have figured out a general model of
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Figure 1 General Model of the Attribution Field
According to Kelley, those investigations interested in
cognitive process gave focus primarily on the antecedents-
attributions link, and those interested in the dynamics of
behaviour, on the attributions-consequences link (Kelley
Michela, 1980, p. 459-460). The aforementioned theories
formulated by Jones Davis, Kelley and Bem etc. can be
classified as attribution theory whereas Weiner's theory of
motivation (1970, 1972a, 1974, 1979b, 1980, 1984a) and the
reformulation of learned helplessness theory of Abramson,
Seligman and Teasdale (1978) can be classified as attributional
theories.
11
Development in the attribution field in the '70's was no
doubt remarkable. A computer-assisted search by Kelley Michela
in 1980 has yielded over 900 relevant references for the 10 year
period( Kelley Michela, 1980, p. 460). Application of the
attributional approach to the field of education, psychotherapy,.
medical treatment, environmental psychology and judicial decision
is also witnessed (see Antaki Brewin, 1982 Frieze, Bar-Tar
Carroll, 1979). Indeed, the 1970's has been recognized as the
decade of attributional theory in social psychology (Heckhausen,
1985 Hewstone, 1983 Weiner, 1985).
Despite the above positive sign, attribution and
attributional theories have also been severely criticized. One
typical criticism of attribution theory is on its assumption of
human as a systematic, relatively unbiased, intuitive
scientist (see Lalljee, 1981 Langer, 1978). Critics have also
pointed out that many links of explanations like description and
justification are not causal (Antaki Brewin, 1982 Antaki
Fielding, 1981 Buss, 1978 Tedeschi Reiss, 1981) and the
distinction between internal and external causes may be
misleading( Antaki, 1982). What's more, it has been observed by
Bem (1972), Liebhart (1979) and Kelley (1980):.that the theories
about the links between attributions and consequent responses are
not very sophisticated. One final criticism is from the ethogenic
perspective. Harre' (1981), a leading figure in the ethogenic
school, suggested that attribution theorists had made little
progress in their experimental-laboratory dominated approach to
the study of people's natural explanation tendencies.
12
In response to the above criticisms, Weiner has made efforts
to defend the claims in the attribution field. In 1981, results
of five experiments making use of a self-probe methodology in
both simulated and real conditions were published. It was
demonstrated that individuals did engage in spontaneous.
attributional search. Moreover, this kind of search was most
likely when the outcome of an event was negative and unexpected.
Weiner is fully aware of the significance to tap the subjects'
phenomenological experiences. He has also shown that the self-
probe methodology is at least one step closer to arrive at the
above aim (Wong Weiner, 1981). New methodologies in examining
spontaneous attributional activity are in fact evolving in the
80's. Weiner has made a review on studies employing these methods
in 1985. Specifically, the emerging paradigms include the coding
of written material, recording of thoughts during or after task
completion, .and indirect inferences of attributional activity
exhibited in other cognitive processes (Weiner, 1985).
Researnh on tPar Pr mntivatinn
Student motivation has in recent years ceased being a
neglected topic in educational research. On::the other hand,
comparatively little has been done to understand the motivation
of teachers. Among the existing research studies on teacher
motivation, most are based on the need deficiency
conceptualization adapted by Porter from Maslow's hierachy of
needs, Herzberg's two factor theory and Vroom's expectancy theory
( see Anderson, 1984 Pastor Erlandson, 1982 Silver, 1982).
13
Findings of the research are usually addressed to the school
administrators with the purpose to raise the level of teacher
motivation.
At the annual meeting of the American Educational Research
Association (1981), James M. Frasher and Ramona S. Frasher
proposed that attributional theory could be applied to the
motivational issues in the educational settings. They have made a
review but could not find a single application of the theory to
the study of teacher motivation and educational administration
(Hoy Miskel, 1982, p.164-165).
Research on teacher attribution and the problem of self-serving
biases
Teacher attribution research has focused on the question of
how teachers make attribution for student success and failure
(e.g. Ames, 1975 Beckman, 1970, 1973 Johnson, Fiegenbaum
Weiby, 1964 Ross, Bierbrauser Polly, 1974). From this line of
research, a controversial problem of self-serving biases was
raised. Self-serving bias has been referred to the tendency for
individuals to attribute success to personal responsibility and
failure to situational causes (e.g. Bradley, 1978 Miller Ross,
1975).
Two lines of findings were generated from the research
studies with regard to teachers' self-serving bias. On the one
hand, it was found that teachers tended to credit themselves for
student improvement while attributing failure primarily to
14
situational factors (e.g. Beckman, 1970 Johnson, Feigenbaum
Weiby, 1964). On the other, a number of studies showed that
teachers would make more counter-defensive attributions. Ross,
Bierbrauer and Polly (1974), for instance, revealed that
professional teachers consistently rated teacher factors as more
important in failure than in success conditions and rated student
factors as more important in success than failure conditions.
Similarly, counter-defensive perceptions on the part of teachers
have been identified in the research by Beckman (1973), Ames
(1975) and Tetlock (1980).
In retrospect, research on teacher attribution is still in
its infancy and no consensus has been reached on the problem of
self-serving biases. In particular, one should note that research
studies hitherto undertaken shared two major limitations. The
first is that the subjects involved in most of those studies were
undergraduate education or psychology students rather than
experienced classroom teachers. More seriously, all of those
studies have involved an artificial set-up or laboratory teaching
situation, in which a teacher was paired with one real or bogus
student (Guskey, 1981).
The criteria for defining success and failure in motivational and
attribution research
Success has been defined in numerous ways by different
researchers in the motivational field. Many early researcher:
depended entirely upon subjective evaluations offered by subjects
for their success criteria (e.g. Adler, 1935 Katz, 1964 Knapp
15
Green, '1964 Schilder, 1951). Somewhat more specific definitions
of success were used by some of the early clinical theorists. For
instance, Freud (1915) and Horney (1937) associated success with
competition and the defeat of rivals. Probably the most
influential of all achievement and success conceptualizations was.
offered by McClelland (1961). In his formulation, achievement
behaviour was defined as competition against a personal standard
of excellence and success was equated with achieving that
standard.
The lack of agreement among researchers about the meaning of
success is perhaps due to the lack of concreteness about the
construct (Tresmer, 1977). Maehr and Nicholls (1983, p.9) have
recently'made an insightful remark on this: Success and-failure
are not concrete events. They are psychological states consequent
on perception of reaching or not reaching goals. This view
actually echoed with Hoppe's finding on the experiment concerning
the occurrence of successful and frustrating experiences. Early
in 1930, Hoppe has shown that the experiences of success and
failure were not a simple function of achievement but rather
dependent upon the relation between the achievement and the
person's level of aspiration.
In a recent review, Frieze, Francis and Hanusa (1983) have
indicated that attribution researchers need to consider more
carefully what they mean by success and to integrate success
judgments into the achievement attribution process. In their
suggested model of the achievement attribution process,
comparison to individual's long-term success standards is one of
16
the intetmediate steps between the information acquisition stage
and the formulation of causal attribution. It has been further
proposed that personal success standards are influenced by
societal and subcultural success values.
The measurement of attribution
Although a great deal of research has been generated by
Weiner's attributional theory of motivation, relatively little
attention has been given to the question of how causal
attributions should best be measured (Deaux Farris, 1977
Smith, 1977). In response to this, Elig and Frieze (1979) adopted
a multitrait-multimethod approach to contrast the three most
commonly used measures: open-ended measures, scale ratings, and
percentage judgments. Results indicated that the open-ended
response measure showed poorer convergent and discriminant
validity and reliability than the structured measures. In
addition, the rating scales showed a better face validity than
did the percentage method. The data of Elig and Frieze have been
reanalyzed by Maruyama (1982) using confirmatory factor analysis
techniques. The two structured methods were found to yield
attribution dimensions that were similar to one another but quite
unlike those defined by the unstructured/ open-ended method. It
was also demonstrated that the rating scale measure yielded a
method factor with positive loadings on all attribution
dimensions, showing that it had tapped individual differences in
the extremity of attributions made by subjects.
In the traditional attribution paradigm, an essential step
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involves the conversion of 'causal attributions into causal
dimensions by the researchers. Based on this classification of
the subjects' causal attributions, the investigators can then
test a variety of predictions about the attribution process
(Russell, 1982). The conversion actually assumes that the
researchers can accurately interpret the meaning of the subjects'
causal attributions. The validity of this assumption has been
recently questioned (see Ronis Hansen, 1983 Russell, 1982
Seligman, Abramson Semmel,1979 Weiner,1983).
With the view to tap the phenomenological perception of the
subjects in terms of causal dimension, a Causal Dimension Scale
has been developed by Russell (1982). This scale assesses causal
perceptions in terms of the locus of causality, stability, and
controllability dimensions described by Weiner. It was found to
be reliable and valid, and a three-mode factor analysis confirmed
the three-dimensional structure of the scale. In a review paper,
Weiner (1983) has also remarked that it is best to have subjects
to rate the cause in question on perceived dimensions.
Most attribution questionnaires used in attribution research
have not been subjected to the test of reliability and validity.
In 1979, Hung and Yang made a serious attempt to develop and
validate an attribution scale in relation to student achievement.
With 796 junior high school students as subjects, a 30-items
attribution scale was constructed and evaluated against some
common psychometric requirements. The results indicated that the
major attributional variables derived from the scale responses
had a satisfactory internal-consistency reliability (ranging from
from .78 to .84) and a promising construct validity.
Tparhpr pffipapy and its measurement
Teacher efficacy has been identified as a variable
accounting for individual differences in teaching effectiveness.
The emergence of this construct was owed to Bandura's (1977,
1978) work in shaping the two-factor theoretical model of self-
efficacy.
Bandura proposed that one's behaviour is determined by both
a general outcome expectancy and a sense of self-efficacy. The
former refers to the belief that behaviour will lead to desirable
outcomes while the latter concerns the belief that one has the
requisite skills to bring about the outcome. When applied to the
construct of teacher efficacy, outcome expectancy would
essentially reflect the degree to which teachers believe the
environment can be controlled. Self-efficacy belief would
indicate teachers' evaluation of their abilities to bring about
positive student change (Gibson Dembo, 1984).
A number of research studies have shown that teachers'
beliefs in their abilities to instruct students may account for
individual differences in effectiveness (Armor et al., 1976;
Berman McLanghlin, 1977; Brookover et al., 1978; Brophy
Evertson, 1977). On the other hand, efforts were also made to
conceptualize the construct. For instance, Denham and Michael
(1981) and Ashton and Webb (1982) have developed multidimensional
models of teacher efficacy on the basis of Bandura's
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conceptualization. Additionally, a Teacher Efficacy Scale has
been successfully developed by Gibson and Dembo (1984) and its
construct validity was demonstrated to be satisfactory: Factor
analysis of responses from elementary school teachers to the
scale yielded two substantial factors that corresponded to.
Bandura's two-factor theory of self-efficacy. A multitrait-
multimethod analysis with three traits( teacher efficiay, verbal
ability and flexibility) and two methods( closed-ended and open-
ended measurement) as bases further supported both convergent and
discriminant validity.
Teacher effectiveness and its measurement
Research on teacher effectiveness has occupied a conspicuous
place within the spectrum of scientific inquiry in education
(Doyle, 1977). However, little consensus has emerged concernin3
the characteristics of teacher effectiveness in secondary schools
due to the complexity of context variables and the differences in
criteria for effectiveness (Kyriacou, 1983c).
In a review paper, Doyle (1977) suggested that there have
been three paradigms for the research on teacher effectiveness.
They were the process-product paradigm, the mediating process
paradigm and the classroom ecology paradigm. As a matter of fact,
the process-product paradigm has functioned as an organizing
framework for most contemporary research on effective teaching
(see Brophy, 1974 Gage, 1972 Rosenshine, 1971, 1976).
Nevertheless, the limitation of its focusing on links between
teacher behaviours and learning outcomes has been recently
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realized due to research findings about the complex interactions
among setting, learner and instructional characteristic (Byrne,
1983 Cuttance, 1980 Doyle, 1977). On the other hand, the
mediating process paradigm and the classroom ecology paradigm are
recognized as useful alternatives for enriching the conceptual
and empirical foundations of effectiveness inquiry (see Bransford
Franks, 1976 Doyle, 1977 Scott, 1977).
One major problem facing research on teacher effectiveness
is the use of measures. Existing manuals like the Florida
Performance Measurement System, Stanford Teacher Competence
Appraisal Guide (1972), and the HMI (1982) are found to be
unsatisfactory because their employment of isolated variables
would probably simplify the teaching process (Kyriacou, 1985b).
An alternative approach to develop instrument which
maintains a holistic impression of teacher effectiveness is
attempted by Kyriacou. Based on his literature review, classroom
observations and discussion with teachers, Kyriacou revised
Kounin's scale (1970) to produce a new one consisting of eight
characteristics of classroom teaching as a measure of teacher
effectiveness in secondary schools (Kyriacou, 1983a). This was
then further developed into the Teaching Assessment Rating Scales
for measuring individual differences in teaching effectiveness
(Kyriacou, 1985b). Despite its strength as a holistic measure, it
is still limited in the process-product paradigm.
In the 1980's, sophisticated conceptualizations on teacher
effectiveness have been proposed by Medley (1982) and Kyriacou
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(1985c), which provided promising basis for further research.
Nevertheless, it is observed that the development of measurement
on teacher effectiveness still lags behind.
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CHAPTER III THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
An Analytical Review on Weiner's Attributional Theory of
Motivation:
An overview
The theoretical framework of the present study is based on
Bernard Weiner's attributional theory of motivation. The
construction of his theory is greatly indebted to the ideas of
Fritz Heider (1944, 1958), who has been generally regarded as the
founding father of attribution theory. In addition, the theory is
adhered to the expectancy-value conception adopted by Lewin
(1951), Atkinson (1964) and Rotter (1966). Weiner's main
contribution lies in the development of the dimensions of
attribution, which he looks upon as the heart of the theory. Much
effort has also been devoted to establish links between the
identified causal dimensions and expectancy of goal attainment,
affective responses as well as interpersonal evaluation.
The origin of attri buti onal theory of moti vati nn
It is justified to say that Weiner's attributional theory of
motivation originates from the ideas of Heider. Central to
Heider's idea is the assumption that a man would act like a naive
scientist in making causal explanation in everyday life.
Individuals search for causal understanding since this can
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function- to help controlling one's social environment. (Heider,
1958). The above also serves as the basic assumption of Weiner's
attributional theory of motivation.
According to Heider, it is important whether social events
are attributed to the environment or to the persons. He
postulated that outcomes of achievement-related activities were a
function of both internal and external factors. Internal causes
specified by Heider were it power to (such as ability) and try
whereas the external causes were characteristics of the
environment such as the ease or difficulty of a task. Heider also
acknowledged that in certian situations luck was perceived as the
determinant of success and failure (see Heider, 1958 Weiner,
1980). Being influenced by the pioneering ideas of Heider, Weiner
postulated that individuals utilized four elements of ascription
both to postdict (interpret) and to predict the outcome (0) of an
achievement-related event. The four causal elements were ability
(A), effort (E),task difficulty (T) and luck (L). In short, 0=
f (A,E,T,L) (Weiner, 1971). One last point worth mentioning here
is that Heider's ideas also guided Weiner's development of the
locus, stability and controllability causal dimensions.
Its re-interpretation of and adherence to the Pxertancv-value
roncepition
With insights gained from Heider, Weiner started the
construction of attributional theory of motivation by making an
attributional re-interpretation on Atkinson's theory of
achievement motivation (Weiner, 1970, 1971). Atkinson defined the
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achievement motive as a capacity for experiencing pride in
accomplishment. Further, he has regarded that affective
anticipations of success (hope) and of failure (fear) would
determine whether an achievement-related goal is approached or
avoided (Atkinson, 1964). Weiner's re-interpretation suggested
that achievement-related goal was mediated by the attributional
process. Achievement motive has been defined as a capacity for
perceiving success as caused by internal factors and failure by
unstable factors (Weiner, 1980). We can witness that the
achievement motive has changed from an affective disposition to a
cognitive one.
Despite the aforementioned modification of Atkinson's
theory, Weiner actually integrated his principles of causal
influence with the expectancy-value conception. Expectancy-value
theorists maintain that the intensity of aroused motivation is
determined jointly by the expectation that response will lead to
the goal and the attractiveness of the goal object. The greater
the perceived likelihood of goal attainment and the greater the
incentive value of the goal, the more intense is the presumed
degree of positive motivation (Atkinson, 1964 Weiner, 1972a,
1976a). In constructing his theory, Weiner has focused his
attention on validating the influence of causal attribution for
success and failure on expectancy and affective consequences.
Given the postulates of expectancy-value theory, he asserted that
causal ascriptions should also influence motivated behaviour
(Weiner. 1976a).
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The identification of the perceived causes of success and failure
As mentioned above, Weiner's initial statement regarding the
perceived causes of success and failure was guided by Heider.
Ability, effort, task difficulty and luck were the four causes
being listed. Nevertheless, Weiner later stressed that he did not
intend to limit the four causes as the only perceived
determinants of success and failure, or even the most salient
ones in all achievement situations (Weiner, 1979b). In later
works, Weiner and his colleagues explicitly indicated that
factors such as mood, fatigue, illness and bias could serve as
necessary and/or sufficient reasons for achievement performance
(e.g. Weiner, 1974, 1979b Weiner, Russell Lerman, 1978).
In the past decade, intuition has given way to empirical
investigations attempting to identify the perceived causes of
success and failure. The methodologies of these studies have
minor variations, with students or teachers stating the causes of
success or failure at real or imagined events, and judging
themselves or others (e.g. Bar-Tar Darom, 1977 Cooper
Burger, 1978 Elig Frieze, 1975, Frieze, 1976 Wong Weiner,
1979).
In two studies, combining over success and failure
conditions of self and other, and across academic and non-
academic achievement, Frieze (1976) reported that 86% of the
attributions were classified into the four causal categories that
Weiner et al. had enumerated, while 76% fell within only the
ability and effort categories. Cooper and Burger (1978) reported
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smaller percentage, with 49% of the causal ascriptions falling
within the four categories, while 42% were coded as ability or
effort. Weiner has asserted that the data of Frieze (1976) and
Cooper and Burger (1978) appeared to define the range in the
literature: Greater than 50% of the causal statements fall within
his postulated list, with ability and effort predominating the
inferences (Weiner, 1979b).
A study by Falbo and Beck (1979) has actually detected a
much lower percentage (23%) of the attributions to the four
categories. In response to this, Weiner argued that their
research methodology called into question the validity of the
result (Weiner, 1979a).
The deyel onment of basic dimensi o s of causality
As the list of conceivable causes of success and failure may
be infinite, Weiner finds it essential to create a classification
scheme or a taxonomy of causes, and in so doing delineate their
similarities and differences and identify their underlying
properties. (Weiner, 1979b, 1980). In its essence, this
classification of causal dimension is a kind of scientific
language that helps to organize the layperson'. 's perception of
causality. Weiner regards it as an indispensable requirement for
the construction of an attributional theory of motivation
(Weiner, 1979b).
Viewing back in 1984, Weiner explained that two methods
(dialectic and demonstrative) have been used to determine the
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basic dimension of causality (Weiner, 1984a, 1984b). According to
Weiner, the dialectic approach has involved three cyclic steps:
(1) a logical grouping of causes (thesis), (2) the discovery of
an apparent contradiction in reasoning (antithesis), and (3) the
emergence of a new dimension of causality to resolve the
uncovered inconsistPnrv (svnthPSis) (WPinPr_ 19R4a_ 19R4h)_
Such a rational and introspective examination within the
attributional domain began with a differentiation between causes
located within the person, such as intelligence, personality and
causes considered outside of the person (environmental factors),
such as the objective difficulty of a task. This internal-
external distinction is primarily associated with Rotter's (1966)
construct of locus of control. In a similar manner, Heider
(1958), as well as deCharm (1968) and Deci (1975), also
articulated an internal-external classification of causes.
Despite the widely accepted internal external
classification, the shortcoming of this one-dimensional taxonomy
soon became evident. It was discovered by Weiner that disparate
responses regarding expectancy and evaluation were displayed,
given causes with an identical locus classification. For example,
in achievement-related contexts, failure perceived as due to lack
of ability resulted in lower expectancy of future success than
failure believed to be caused by a lack of effort. This disparity
showed that these two causes differs in one or more respects,
although both are considered to be properties of the person. A
second dimension of causality was therefore postulated it was
labelled causal stability (see Heider, 1958 Weiner, 1972a,
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1979a, 1980). The stability dimension differentiates causes on
the basis of their temporal consistency.
A third dimension of causality was then proposed when it
became evident that some causes identically classified on both
the locus and constancy dimensions yielded dissimilar reactions
(see Litman-Adizes, 1978 Rosenbaum, 1972 Weiner, 1979b). For
example, failure attributed to lack of effort begot greater
punishment than failure ascribed to ill health, although both
might be conceived as internal and unstable causes. Introspection
suggested a third causal property, labelled controllability.
Originally, this third dimension of causality was incorporated
into the achievement domain by Rosenbaum (1972) and was labelled
intentionality. In prior writings this distinction was accepted
by Weiner (e.g. 1974, 1976a). Yet following a suggestion of
Litman-Adizes (1978), Weiner found it apparent that Rosenbaum
mislabelled this dimension and what he had identified was that of
control. According to Weiner, controllability refers to the
degree of volitional influence that can be exerted over a cause.
In retrospect, Weiner identified two dimensions (locus and
stability) in his earlier stage of theory construction and
empirical research. Starting from about 1979, a-three-dimensional
taxonomy has been identified with some certainty (locus,
stability and controllability). The following two figures clearly
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Figure 2 A Two-Dimensional Classification Scheme for the
Perceived Determinants of Achievement Behavior
Controllable Uncontrollable
I lnat ah l aStable Unstable Stable
Intern Stable effort Unstable effor Ability of self Fatigue, mood, and
of self of self fluctuations in
skill of self
External Stable effort Unstable effort Ability of Fatigue, mood, and
of others of others others, task fluctuations in skill
of others, luck
( Weiner, 1980
Figure 3 A Three-Dimensional Taxonomy of the Perceived Causes
of Success and Failure
in one of his most recent work cWeiner, 1 4a), Weiner
presented the identified dimensions of causality in an even more
systematic manner. He put forward that three dimensions of










From such a presentation of causal distinctions, one can see that
Weiner has incorporated Abramson'et al.'s (1978) and Rosenbaum's
(1972) suggestions into his own scheme. Globality (see Abramson,
Seligman and Teasdale, 1978) is now considered as another aspect
of causal constancy by Weiner. While stability relates to
temporal consistency, globality is concerned with cross-
situational consistency. Both distinctions are thus organized
under the dimension of constancy. Concerning intentionality,
Weiner realized that it did highly co-vary with controllability
in most instances. Yet, there can be high controllability with
low intentionality or vice versa in some circumstances. He thus
classified these two as separate causes under the common category
of responsibility.
After presenting the three dimensions of causality with five
causal distinctions in 1984, Weiner closed up that particular
section with a confident remark stating that he believed these
dimensions as quite prevalent, and perhaps pan-cultural as well
as present throughout much of history.
Apart from developing the causal dimensions in a dialectic
approach, a number of studies have been undertaken to discover
whether the dimensions generated by the logical analysis also
will emerge with empirical methods. Weiner termed this as the
demonstrative approach (Weiner, 1984a). To aid in the search for
causal dimensions, techniques such as multi-dimensional scaling
or factor analysis have been employed by the investigators (Lee,
1976 Meyer, 1978 Michela, Peplau Weeks, 1979 Passer, 1977).
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in tne extensive investigation by passer (lyll), subjects
rated the similarity of the causes of either success or failure.
Eighteen causes were presented in all possible pairs to the
subjects. The similarity judgments provided the input for a
multi-dimensional scaling solution. Two dimensions of causality
were found by Passer, namely locus and controllability.
The data reported by Michela et al. (1978) were equally
supportive of Weiner's theoretical perspective. Although these
investigators were concerned with the causes of loneliness, two
dimensions emerged from their analysis: stability and locus. Lee
(1976) also found these two dimensions in an investigation of
achievement-related causality.
An investigation by Meyer (1978) provided the best evidence
for all the three dimensions that Weiner has posited. Meyer gave
subjects information relevant to judgments of the causes of
success and failure, such as past history and social norms. The
subjects then rated nine possible causes of the outcomes,
including ability, effort, task difficulty, luck, mood, and
teacher. A factor analysis of these ratings yielded the three
dimensions of locus, stability, and control for both success and
failure.
Weiner has summarized the results of experimental






































a. An investigation by Falbo and Beck (1979) is not included in this summary because it has a number of
methodological inadequacies( see Weiner, 1979a).
b. Distinctions within the dimensions of locus and stability are not included.
Figure 4 Empirical Studies of Causal Dimensions
( Weiner, 1982)
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From the figure, one can see that there is fair agreement
between the conclusions of the investigators, although there are
some discrepancies. It is the conclusion of Weiner that the
dialectic and demonstrative procedure have a reasonable degree of
convergence. He thus put forward the hypothesis that locus,
stability and controllability were among the dimensions of
causality. According to Weiner, these dimensions in part reveal
the meaning of a cause and represent the manner in which the
causal world is organized (Weiner, 1982). Concerning the causal
distinction of intentionality and globality mentioned above, they
still remain to be fully documented in the demonstrative
approach.
The problem of the phenomenology of causal dimensions
i'ne problem or the phenomenology or causal aimensions nas
been recognized by a number of attributional researchers in
recent years (e.g. Seligman, Abramson & Semmel, 1979 Russell,
1982 Ronis Hansen, 1983 Weiner, 1983). As causal dimension is
merely scientific language adopted by attributional theorists and
researchers, one should be cautious to prevent the tendency of
imposing it on the causal explanation of the layperson. Rather,
the phenomenology of the respondents should be captured. Weiner
has recently warned the use of the prior category of causes
without considering the situation as perceived by the subject.
For example, effort may be perceived as a stable cause and
ability and task difficulty as unstable one by certain
individuals in certain contexts. According to Weiner, it is best
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to have subjects to rate the cause in question on perceived
dimensions (Weiner, 1983).
The establishment of the attributions-consequences link
Although Weiner has made analysis on the various antecedents
of attribution (see Weiner, 1972a, 1980), he is actually more
interested in the attributions-consequences link. To be more
specific, the main concern of Weiner is to investigate the
psychological consequences of perceived causality. These
psychological consequences include expectancy of success,
affective reaction and interpersonal evaluation.
The research from the locus of control literature has
discussed much about the expectancy of success( e.g. Batter
Rotter, 1963 James, 1957 Phares, 1957 Rotter, Liverant
Crowne, 1961). According to Rotter and others, expectancy change
relates to the locus dimension of causality. With results
confirmed by empirical research (see Weiner, 1976b), Weiner
argued that expectancy shift in actuality correlated with the
stability dimension. Briefly speaking, attribution to stable
causes (e.g. ability and personality) for success and unstable
causes (e.g. effort, mood and luck) for failure would raise the
expectancy of attaining achievement-related goals.
Concerning the affects that associated with self-esteem
(e.g. competence, pride and shame), Weiner has found that they
were related with the locus dimension. Take for example, internal
attribution (e.g. ability, effort and personality) for success
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would give rise to positive affect (e.g. competence, pride and
self-enhancement) that might lead to an increase in motivation.
In addition, a stability-affect linkage was also discerned by
Weiner and his colleagues. From the research taken in 1978,
affects of depression, apathy and resignation were reported
primarily when attribution for failure were internal and stable.
Such kind of affective reaction would.certainly be detrimental
for motivated action.
As for the dimension of controllability, it was found to be
linked with interpersonal judgments (see Weiner, 1979b, 1980).
However, Weiner has made no hypothesized link between the
perceived causality of controllability and the subsequent
achievement-related behaviour.
As a matter of fact, Weiner has not examined the behavioural
consequences of causal attributions in a direct way. It is his
contention that causal attributions influence achievement-related
action through their impact on both expectancy and affect
(Weiner, 1980). Concerning the main indexes of motivated
behaviour, Weiner actually accepted the three facets suggested by
Atkinson (1) what tasks one selects (choice), (2) how
intensive one performs (intensity), and (3) how long one engages
in an activity (persistence) (Atkinson, 1964 Weiner, 1980).
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The most current and comprehensive presentation of Weiner's
attributional theory of motivation
As indicated by Weiner in 1979 and again in 1984, his
attributional theory of motivation is notI a fixed one. As years
passed by, he has refined the causal dimensions and extended the
theoretical range in no small way. In 1984, he still stated that
the advantages of publishing a self-contained and final package
of his theory have not been realised (Weiner, 1984a). Though one
may not know what future would lead to, the following is the most



































































Figure 5 An attributional theory of motivation and emotion
Wtiier C 184-)
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The prediction of motivation level based on the hypotheses of
Weiner
In the present study, the research focus was on teachers'
causal dimensions and their links with motivation level. Weiner's
hypothesized links of the locus and stability dimension with the
cognitive and affective consequences served as the theoretical
framework of the research. Further, choice, intensity and
persistence were adopted as the indexes for the criterion measure
of motivation level. Based on the hypotheses of Weiner as
discussed in this chapter, motivation level can be predicted from
the following logically constructed-causal dimensions:
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High Motivation Low Motivation
Attribution Internal-Stable External-Unstable
for Dimension Dimension











The Prediction of Motivation Level from theFigure 6
Logically Constructed Causal Dimensions
As shown in the above figure, it is hypothesized that high
motivation can be predicted from attribution to Internal-Stable
Dimension for success and attribution to Internal-Unstable
Dimension for failure. On the other hand, low motivation is
hypothesized as a function of attribution to External-Unstable
Dimension in cases of success and attribution to Internal-Stable





Teachers' self-attribution refers to teachers' causal
perception of their own success and failure in teaching. The
present research focuses on studying the self-attribution of
secondary school teachers.
2, Causal dimension:
Causal dimension is a classification scheme that helps to
organize the layperson's perception of causality.
Weiner (1979b,1980,1982,1984a) has hypothesized that locus,
stability and controllability are among the dimensions of
causality:
(a) The locus dimension- It differentiates causes on the basis of
the internal and external distinction.
(b) The stability dimension- It differentiates causes on the
basis of their consistency.
(c) The controllability dimension- It differentiates causes on
the basis of the degree of volitional influence one can
exert.
Causal dimension is in its essence a kind of scientific
language adopted by the attribution researchers. Previous
41
researchers often did the coding from perceived causes of, the
respondents into causal dimensions by themselves. In recent
years, it is believed that it may be possible to assess directly
how the attributor perceives his or her causal attribution in
terms of causal dimensions (Russell, 1982).
3. Motivation level:
Motivation level is conceived to be reflected by the
following three main indexes: (1) what tasks one selects
(choice), (2) how intensively one performs (intensity), and (3)
how long one engages in an activity (persistence). (Atkinson,
1964).
Operationally, motivation level of teachers in the present
study is assessed by a criterion measure based on the
aforementioned indexes of motivated behaviour.
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Hypotheses
It is hypothesized that:
1. Factors generated from the Teacher Attribution Scale (TAS)
through the factor analysis technique will correspond to the
logically constructed dimensions based on Weiner's attributional
theory of motivation.
2. The TAS will have both convergent and discriminant validity as
determined by the multitrait-multimethod analysis based on two
traits (teacher motivation and teacher effectiveness) and two
methods of measurement( an analytical approach measuring
cognitive structure and a global approach measuring behavioural
indicators).
3. Difference in Motivation level of the teachers as classified
by a criterion measure( Teacher Motivation Scale, TMS) can be
determined in terms of the scores in the TAS.
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Subjects
A. The preliminary studies;
1. The identification of causal attributions:
Fifty teachers were involved in the process of identifying
causal attributions for success and failure in teaching. The
survey thus conducted represented the initial and indispensable
step for the construction of TAS. The subjects were from a
variety of background, including differences in sex, age,
teaching experience and commitment to the profession. Among the
50 subjects, 10 have been involved in in-depth interview 20 were
asked to answer an open-ended self-attribution questionnaire
whereas the remaining were invited to attribute other teachers'
success and failure by responding to another open-ended
questionnaire (see Appendix A B).
2. The sorting of potential TAS itames:
Five experienced teachers were invited to act as judges for
the sorting of potential TAS items.
B. The pilot studies:
On completion of the TAS items, .41 teachers in their first
year of the part-time evening diploma-in-education course in The
Chinese University of Hong Kong were involved in the pilot study
of the TAS. The self-devised TMS and the translated Teacher
Efficacy Scale (TES) were also pilot-tested with subjects from
the aforementioned course. Specifically, 41 teachers responded to
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the TMS whereas 48 teachers responded to the TES.
C. The main study:
The sampled subjects were 296 teachers( 162 males, 134
females) with varied teaching experiences who enrolled in two
diploma courses in education in The Chinese University of Hong
Kong. Their age ranged from 22 to 47 and teaching experience
ranged from one month( teaching practice) to 22 years. Majority
of the subjects taught in government, aided or caput school. Yet,
a considerable percentage (25%) of the sample worked in private
schools.
There is no attempt to draw representative sample due to a
number of reasons. First, resources were insufficient to work on
a community-wide sampling design in order to obtain probability
sample. Even if the above was achieved, the-response rate of
subjects on three sets of long questionnaire would be hard to
guarantee. In addition, the multitrait-multimethod analysis
designed in the present study could-not be launched with a
community-wide representative sample. As the study aimed to
explore on a theoretical issue, an accessible population with
teachers of varied teaching experiences was regarded as adequate.
A detailed description on the characteristics of this accessible
population are presented in the following tables:
Table 1











Total 162 134 296
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25 90 51 13
Total 64 60 102 55 15
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Table 3
Breakdown of the School Types of the Sample in the Main Study
Types of
Government, Aided PrivateSchool
Course or Caput School School
Name
Full-time Diploma-





In conducting the main study, three measures including the
Teacher Attribution Scale (TAS), Teacher Efficacy Scale (TES) and
Teacher Motivation Scale (TMS) were administered to the
subjects.On the other hand, the subjects' ratings by their
supervisors on teaching effectiveness were also collected.
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a ials
1. The Teacher Attri hiiti nn Scale (TAS):
The construction of the TAS was the main endeavour of the
present study. It involved a series of systematic steps:
(1) The identification and classification of teachers' causal
attributions.
(2) The coding of teachers' salient attributed causes into
causal dimensions.
(3) The format design and item construction of the TAS.
(4) The sorting of potential TAS items.
(5) The pilot study of the TAS.
(6) The development of a scoring system for the TAS.
The followings are discussions on each phase of work:
(1) The identification and r1assifiratirn of tParhPr' ra1
attributions:
In a review article, Weiner (1983) has pointed out a serious
shortcoming of correlational design in attributional research:
the possible causal perceptions have not been exhausted. He thus
suggested that pilot research is essential to ascertain the most
salient causes in different context being investigated. As the
present researcher aimed to apply Weiner's theory to teacher
motivation, empirical study was indeed necessary for identifying
--an exhaustive list of teachers' self-attributions.
The preliminary investigation consisted of 10 in-depth
interviews with teachers of a variety of background. Discussion
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in free style was conducted concerning the teachers' self-
attribution on their successful and frustrating teaching
experiences. Forty sets of open-ended questionnaires were then
sent to teachers. Among the mailed questionnaires, 20 sets were
on self-attribution of success and failure in teaching whereas 20
were on attribution of other teachers' success and failure (see
Appendix A & B). The latter questionnaire was administered to
tap the observer's perspective.
The attribution on success and failure in teaching hitherto
collected could be easily differentiated into external and
internal causes (one point worth mentioning is that many
respondents have automatically categorized the causal
explanations into external and internal ones. Some have mentioned
the interaction of internal and external causes). For the
internal causal explanations, they could be categorized into
value and commitment, ability, personality, effort and mood.
Concerning the external attributions, they could be further
classified into school climate, students' attitude, peer group
influence, the influence of family background, education system
and societal impact. Lastly, it was also discerned that ability
and effort could be further classified (i.e. ability be
classified into aptitude and skill and knowledge that can be
acquired effort be classified into the long-term and short-term
,one). (For details, see Appendix C D.)
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Based on the above findings, 'the author devised a category
of 10 salient causes as shown in the following:
1. Aptitude Ability(AP)
2. Knowledge and skill (KS)
3. Long-term effort Effort(LE)
4. Short-term effort (SE)
5. Personality (PE)
6. Value Commitment (VC)
7. Mood (MD)
8. Task difficulty (TD)
9. Working environment a. Students.(WE),
10.Societal impact b. Colleagues.(SI)
c. Headmaster/ Headmistress.
a. Family background of
students.
b. Ideologies in society and
the influence of mass
\ media.
c. Educational system and
curriculum.
Figure 7 A Category of 10 Salient Causes of Teacher
Attribution
(2) The coding of teachers' salient attributed causes into causal
dimensions:
The coding of salient causes attributed by teachers into the
locus, stability and controllability dimension was based on two
main criteria: a. The Coding System of Perceived Causality (CSPC)
(Elig Frieze, 1975) (see Appendix E) and b. The sorting by
five experienced teachers.
In case the coding of certain cause into dimensions could
not be ascertained as indicated from either one of the above
sources, the item would be revised or an alternative choice of
dimension would be provided( see the example in Appendix G).
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Originally, it was intended to incorporate some sort of
Causal Dimension Scale into the TAS items so that the
phenomenology of the respondents on attributional dimension could
be captured. Nevertheless, this would make the questionnaire
appear to be extremely tedious for the subjects. It was
ultimately decided to provide alternative choice of dimension in
the attributions that were likely to give rise to different
perception by different individual.
(3) The format design and item construction of the TAS:
While the questionnaires on teacher attribution used in the
preliminary investigation were open-ended, the TAS was decided to
be a rating scale. The rationale was based on the empirical
studies that had shown its superiority over the unstructured
measure and the percentage judgment method (see Elig Frieze,
1979 Maruyama, 1982).
The format of the TAS shared some similarities with that of
the attribution scale constructed by Hung Yang (1979) which had
been found valid and reliable in tapping student attributions.
Each item of the TAS consisted of two main parts, the first
being a hypothetical situation about teachers' own successful or
frustrating experience in ordinary teaching activities and the
second was made up of four choices which were possible causes
of the success or failure in teaching. The respondents had to
determine the degree of possibility of each cause based on his or
her perception and mark a tick() on the ratings, with six
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meaning most possible and one the the least possible( see
ADDendi G).
The hypothetical situations in the TAS were derived from
part of the preliminary investigations. Specifically, subjects
have been asked to describe the situations in which they
perceived themselves as successful or unsuccessful teachers (see
question three four in Appendix A). In addition, responses from
teachers to an open-ended questionnaire concerning personal goals
in teaching (see Appendix F) also served as sources for
generating the hypothetical situations. The rationale was that
attainment or non-attainment of goals would constitute successful
or frustrating experiences for teachers. Concerning the four
choices in. each items, they were selected from the 10 categories
of aptitude (AP), knowledge and skill (KS), long-term effort
(LE), short-term effort (SE), personality (PE), value and
commitment (VC), mood (MD), task difficulty (TD), working
environment (WE), and societal impact (SI) according to their
relevance to each particular hypothetical situation.
Fifty potential hypothetical situations with a total number
of 200 items were designed in the initial phase. Twenty-five
hypothetical situations were on successful teaching experience
whereas the remaining 25 were unsuccessful ones. All items were
then subjected to item sorting by five experienced teachers and
it-PM ana1 vsi.
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(4) The sorting potential TAS items:
cater the construction of potential TAS items, rive
experienced teachers were invited for the sorting of items.
Specifically, the teachers were required to judge on two main
features:
a. The nature of the hypothetical situation- whether it was a
successful, frustrating or neutral experience for teachers.
b. The coding of the attributional causes into the locus,
stability and controllability dimension.
In addition, they° were invited to give opinion on the design,
content and clarity of expression about the scale.
(S) Theni 1 nt- ildy of Hip TAS
The selection of items from the pool of potential ones werE
determined by the following criteria:
a. Item-total correlation.
b. Difficulty index.
c. Effect of each item on reliability.
After item analysis, 25 hypothetical situations with a total
number of 100 items were selected.
(6) The development of scoring system of the TAS:
In its essence, the scoring system of the TAS was derived
from Weiner's hypothesized link between causal dimensions and
motivation level. Based on Weiner's theory, scores obtained in
the TAS should be laid out in the following ways:
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Figure 8 The Scoring System of Teacher Attribution Scale
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It is Weiner's hypothesis that the causal dimensions of
locus and stability would affect motivated behaviour through
expectancy level and emotional reaction. However, he has made no
hypothesized link between the controllability dimension and
motivation level. It is the author's attempt to illustrate the
role of controllability dimension on teacher motivation in the
cases of attribution for failure by using three concrete
examples:
a. In case the subject attributes failure to mood, the
attribution is coded into the internal and unstable dimension.
Nevertheless, it may not indicate high expectancy of future
success if mood is perceived as uncontrollable.
b. In case the subject attributes failure to the working
environment, the attribution may be coded into the external and
stable dimension. However, it may not necessarily mean low
motivation. If the subject perceives the working environment as
controllable, he or she may still exert effort.
c. In case the subject attributes values or commitment as the
reason for failure, the attribution may be coded into the
internal and stable dimension. Yet, if he or she regards it as
controllable, there is still possibility of making personal
changes and hence may not be in the low motivation group.
With the above consideration, modifications on the scoring
system concerning attribution for failure were made as follows:



















Figure 9 The Revised Scoring System of Teacher Attribution
Scale concerning Attribution for Failure
Concerning the final form of the TAS, it was composed of 25
hypothetical situations with each followed by four causal
attributions subjected to rating. In other word, there was a
total number of 100 responses in the TAS. Among the 100
responses incorporated into the final version of the scale, they
were equally distributed into the four sub-categories of the TAS:
(1) I-S; (2) E-US; (3) I-US-C; and (4) E-S-UC I-S-UC. Including
the alterative dimensions provided in certain items, there were
totally 120 possible responses and seven categories of
attributional dimension( I-S, E-US, E-S, I-US-C, E-S-UC, E-S-C,
I-S-UC). After the administering of TAS, statistical analyses
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were based on the scores of the aforementioned logically
constructed dimensions. Reliability on the coding of dimensions
was also assessed.
2. The Teacher Motivation Scale (TMS):
This instrument was devised by the author as a criterion
measure for teacher motivation. The construction of the scale was
based on the three indexes of motivated behaviour suggested by
Atkinson (1964): choice, intensity and persistence.
The scale was designed to be of 10 items. Each item
consisted of a hypothetical situation representing a kind of
experience in teaching. It was then followed by five questions in
three sections with reference to the hypothetical experience.
In the first section, the respondents were asked to choose
the most possible task that they would undertake in facing
certain specific teaching experience. The comparative difficulty
level of the chosen task and the possibility of its being
successful were also enquired. The choice of moderate to highly
difficult task with a perception of medium to high chance of
success was conceived to be an indicator of high motivation
level( For details of the scoring system, see the note in
Appendix H).
The amount of effort that the subjects would exert in
undertaking the self-chosen task was enquired in the second
section. This is considered to be an indicator which reflects how
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intensively the teachers work.
In the last section, the possibility of exerting unyielding
effort was enquired. This was designed to show the persistence of
teachers.
With the mean score and the standard deviation of the
responded TMS being computed, the subjects were classified into
the high, medium and low motivation group.
3. The Teacher Fffirnry Srale (TFS)
This instrument was devised by Gibson Dembo (1984) to
measure teachers' belief in their abilities to instruct students.
The scale consisted of 30 items in Likert format (see Appendix I)
and its construct validity was demonstrated to be satisfactory.
Factor analysis on responses to the scale has yielded two factors
corresponding to Bandura's conceptualization of self-efficacy
(1977). The reliability coefficients of the factors were .78
( The Personal Teaching Efficacy factor) and .75( The Teaching
Efficacy factor) respectively.
The scale was adapted and translated into Chinese following
a process of back-translation. Pilot study was conducted to
assess its applicability in different cultural setting.
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4. The Teaching Practice Evaluation Form( TPEF):
In planning the study, it was intended to adopt the Teaching
Assessment Rating Scales (TARS) developed by Kyriacou(1985b) for
measuring individual differences in teaching effectiveness. As
there was difficulty in requesting the supervisors of the School
of Education to work for an additional rating, their ratings on
the Teaching Practice Evaluation Form (TPEF) were finally adopted
to reflect the teaching effectiveness of the subjects.
The TPEF rated the teachers on four main categories, namely
personality (20%), professional characteristics (15%), techniques
(50%) and pupil reaction (15%).( For details, see Appendix J.)
This evaluation form was developed by The School of Education in
the Chinese University of Hong Kong with foreign scales as basis.
Its strength lies in being a holistic measure. By incorporating
pupil reaction as an indicator of- teacher effectiveness, it
actually goes beyond the process-product paradigm in assessing
the effectiveness of teachers.
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Proeures
Preliminary and pilot studies in the present research were
carried out in three consecutive phases as discussed in the
section on material development:
(1) The.. identification and classification of attributional
causes
(2) The sorting of potential TAS items by experienced teachers
and
(3) Item analysis on the revised TAS items, the self-devised
TMS, and the translated TES.
Following these three procedures, the main study was
executed by administering the three measures:
The TAS, TES and TMS were administered to 296 part-time and
full-time student-teachers who enrolled in two diploma in
education courses in The Chinese University of Hong Kong.
Specifically, the three measures were administered by the author
in a total number of nine classes in two weeks' time. In four
classes, the last fifteen minutes of lesson time was borrowed and
the subjects were requested to stay behind to finish the
questionnaires. Other cases included executing the whole study
within lesson time( three classes) and distributing
questionnaires after the lesson( two classes). In all measures,
only the student number was needed to be filled in and anonymity
was assured. It was observed that most subjects took about 30
minutes in answering the questionnaires.
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Due to absentees and nonresponses, the final sample
comprised 246 subjects, which was 83 per cent of the original
sample. Among the respondents, about 12 per cent had not filled
in the student number and their personal data and ratings on TPEF
were thus missing. What's more, 2.8 per cent of TES and 7.3 per
cent of TMS were classified as missing data because of the non-
return of questionnaires or invalid responses.
After the return of completed TAS, TES, TMS and the
collection of TPEF ratings from the general office of the School
of Education, data were subjected to computer analysis.
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Statistical analyses:
With the purpose to test the hypotheses of the present
study, the following statistical analyses were adopted:
1. Principal factors method was used to analyze the underlying
factor structure of teacher responses to the Teacher Attribution
Scale (TAS).
2. Multitrait-multimethod analysis was employed to determine the
convergent and discriminant validity of the TAS on the basis of
two traits (teacher motivation and teacher effectiveness)
together with two methods of measurement: (1) an analytical
approach measuring cognitive structure (TAS & TES) and (2) a
global approach measuring behavioural indicators (TMS & TPFF).
3. ANOVA was used to analyze the variance on TAS scores among
three motivation levels classified by the TMS. The high
motivation group (H) was defined as those who scored one standard
deviation above the mean the low (L) group one standard
deviation below that and the medium group (M) in between.
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Limitations
1. Investigation into teachers' self-attribution in the present
study was primarily based on the subjects' responses to
hypothetical teaching situations in a pencil-paper answering
setting. Even though the author has made effort to reconstruct
the realistic phenomenon through careful design on the TAS, no
claim can be made that the research is naturalistic.
2. The multitrait-multimethod analysis is no doubt a
sophisticated statistical treatment for construct validation.
Nevertheless, it can be easily harmed by the poor quality of
rating scales. It should be noted that both of the TMS and TPEF
are just newly constructed or crude measures not yet subjected to
much scrutiny and refinement.
3. Teachers' self-attribution, though being. validated as
related to teacher motivation, may not be encompassing enough to
explain such a complex and multifaceted construct as
motivation. Further exploration into other parameters of the
motivational construct and their structural relation with
teachers' self-attribution is needed.
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CHAPTER V RESULTS AND DISCUSSIOI
The Pilot Studies
The Teacher Attrihutinn Sra1A (Ter,)
After the sorting of items by five experienced teachers and
the subsequent revision, 44 potential TAS hypothetical
situations with 176 items were pilot-tested. The reliability
coefficients of each subscale are presented in Table 4:
Table 4
Reliability Coefficients of the TAS in the Pilot Study
N=41
Subscales no. of items Alpha Std.Item Alpha
I- S
(The Internal-Stable 44 .9080 .9154
Dimension)
E-US
(The External-Unstable 44 .8630 .8786
Dimension)
I-US-C
(The Internal-Unstable- 44 .9572 .9574
Controllable Dimension)
E-S-UC
'(The External-Stable- 35 .8789 .8851
Uncontrollable Dimension)
I-S-UC
9 .7817 .7912(The Internal-Stable-
Uncontrollable Dimension)
64
From the results in Table 4, it can be seen that the
reliability coefficient of each subscale of TAS was substantially
high( with the exception of the I-S-UC Dimension, standardized
alpha ranged from .88 to .96). This means that the internal
consistency of the subscale were highly reliable.
With corrected item-total correlation, alpha and difficulty
index as criteria, 25 hypothetical situations were selected from
the pool of 44. Twelve were about hypothetically successful
teaching experience whereas 13 were on hypothetically
frustrating teaching experience.
A close examination on the 25 selected situations revealed
that the hypothetical teaching experiences were mainly concerned
with classroom instruction and teacher-student relationship. On
the other hand, experiences in executing school functions and in
professional development were also incoporated. It is conceived
that such a design of the scale reflected the main concerns of
the majority of teachers in reality.
The Teacher Motivation Scalp (TMS)
The 10 items of TMS based on three main indexes( Choice,
Intensity and Persistence) were subjected to pilot test. The
reliability coefficents of each subscale are presented in Table
5:
Table 5
Reliability (Inefficient-; nf the TM9 in t-he Piint Study
N=41













Table 5 shows that the reliability coefficient of each
subscale of TMS was considerably high( standardized alpha
ranging from .80 to .89), meaning that the internal consistency
of each motivational index was reasonably high.
Due to the satisfactory results obtained on alpha and item-
scale correlation for each subscale, it was determined that all
10 items would be used in the main study with no alteration.
Thp Tparhpr Ff f i rarv p( TF. 1
Before the pilot-testing, the 30-item TES had undergone the
process of back-translation. In the initial step, the scale was
translated into Chinese by the author. A postgraduate student
majoring in English Studies was invited to back-translate blindly
from the target language to the source language.( The involved
parties are bilinguals with similar standard of English and
Chinese.) The back-translated version was then compared with the
original one. Appropriate changes on the Chinese version were
made after analysis on the discrepancies of the two English
66
versions.
Pilot test on the translated scale revealed that the
reliability coefficient was considerably high( alpha= .8490,
standardized item alpha= .8472). This means that the internal
consistency of the scale was substantial.
Item-total correlation was also computed. It was decided that
six items should be deleted to make a better instrument due to
their poor item-total correlation. The final form of TES put into
use in the main study thus consisted of 24 items.
67
The Main Study
Reliability of the Tnctriimentc
The Teacher Attribution Scale (TAS)
The final form of Teacher Attribution Scale (TAS) was
composed of 25 hypothetical situations to elicit a total number
of 100 responses. The responses could be coded into five main
attributional dimensions and these constituted the subscales of
the instrument. The reliability coefficients of each subscale are
presented in Table 6:
Table 6
Reliability Coefficients of the TAS in the Main Study
N=246
Subscales no. of items Alpha Std.Item Alpha
I-S
(The Internal-Stable 24 .9163 .9187
Dimension)
E-US
(The External-Unstable- 24 .8091 .8149
Dimension)
I-US-C
(The Internal-Unstable 26 .9216 .9228
Controllable Dimension
E-S-UC
18 .8176 .8249(The External-Stable-
Uncontrollable Dimension)
I-S-UC
8 .7853 .7881(The Internal-Stable-
Uncontrollable Dimension)
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Similar to that of the pilot test, the reliability
coefficient of each subscale of TAS was substantially high
(standardized alpha ranging from .79 to .92). This means that
the internal consistency of the subscales was high. Among the
various dimensions, the Internal-Stable and Internal-Unstable-
Controllable Dimension emerged to be the most reliable ones. Next
came the External-Stable-Uncontrollable and External-Unstable
Dimension. The Internal-Stable-Uncontrollable Dimension with
eight items was less reliable while compared to the
aforementioned dimensions.
Reliabliity on the Coding of Dimensions in TAS
Concerning the reliability on the coding of dimensions in
TAS, three judges were invited to make the assessment. The three
judges were all experienced teachers with adequate understanding
on social research in general and attributional theory in
particular. They were asked to code the attributions in the TAS
into the dimensions of locus, stability and controllability-It
was suggested that they should code the items in view of the
perception of most teachers. They were also reminded to express
doubt on any coding that was hard to ascertain. Reliability of
the coding in TAS was assessed in terms of percentage agreement,
that is, the percentage of items that the judges totally agreed
with the coding of the researcher. Any doubt expressed on any
dimension in an item would make that item classified as a case of
disagreement. Results of percentage agreement on the




Reliability nn the Cndinv of Dimensions in TAS in terms- of
Pprcentage A reem nt
Codings of No. of items Coders Means
A B C
I-S 24
.9583 .9583 .9583 .9583
E-US 24
.9167 .9583 .9583 .944
I-US-C 26
.7692 .8846 1.0000 .8846
E-S-UC 18
.8889 .9444 .6667 .8333
I-S-UC 8 .3750 .8750 .5000 .5833
Results in Table 7 indicate that the reliability on th
coding of the Internal-Stable and the External-Unstable Dimensio'
was substantially high. Agreement on the Internal-Unstable-
Controllable and the External-Stable-Uncontrollable Dimension
was also considerable. On the other hand, reliability of th(
coding on Internal-Stable-Uncontrollable Dimension was moderatel'
low) revealing that other teachers might perceive the
attributions on aptitude and personality in ways different f rot
the original conceptualization of the researcher.
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The Teacher Motivation Scale (TMS)
The 10-item TMS was constituted by three subscales, namely
Choice, Intensity and Persistence. The reliability coefficients
of the subscales are presented in Table 8:
Table 8
Reliability Coefficients of the TMS in the Main Study
N=229
5u bscale no. of items Alpha Std. Item Alph,
CH (Choice) 10 .7972 .7992
IN (Intensity) 10 .8927 .8925
10PE (Persistence .8834 .8831
From the results in Table 8, it can be seen that the
reliability coefficient of each subscale of TMS was considerably
high( standardized alpha ranging from .80 to .89). This means
that the internal consistency of the subscale was substantial.
Among the three subscales, Choice appeared to be less reliable
than Intensity and Persistence.
The Teacher Efficacy Scale (TES)
The final form of TES consists of 24 items. Its reliability
coefficient was .7213( standardized item alpha= .7364), showing
a moderate internal consistency.
Factor analysis on TES resulted in two dimensions clearly
rcnformed with Bandura's conceptualization of self-efficacy
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(1977). Analysis of internal consistency on the two factors
yielded the following results:
Table 9
Reliability Coefficients of the TES in the Main Stiedy
N=239
Subscale no. of items Alpha Std. Item Alpha
Factor 1 14 .7827 .7880
(The Personal Teaching
Efficacy factor)
Factor 2 8 .7018 .6993
(The Teaching Efficacy
factor)
From the results in Table 9, it can be seen that the
Personal Teaching Efficacy factor appeared to be more reliable
than the Teaching Efficacy factor.
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:onstruct Validity of the Teacher Attribution Scale (TAS):
To explore the construct validity of Teacher Attribution
Scale, two refined statistical analyses were employed, namely
factor analysis and multitrait-multimethod analysis. Results and
discussion are given in the following sections:
The factor structure of the Teacher Attribution Scale (TAS):
A factor analysis( Principal Component Analysis) was
employed on the TAS scores obtained by each subject. After the
VARIMAX rotation, eight substantial and interpretable factors
emerged from a pool of 120 item responses, together accounting
for 39.26% of the total variance. The factor loadings for TAS
items in the eight factors are presented in Appendix H.
The followings describe what the factors actually mean:
Factor One: Internal Attribution for Failure
This is a substantial factor which accounts for 10.31% of
the total variance. The 26 items which were construed as I-US-C
attribution for failure incidents all loaded well on this factor.
What's more, all eight items that originally conceptualized as
I-S-UC attribution for failure also loaded heavily on this
factor. These findings revealed that internal attribution for
failure was one significant dimension of the sampled subjects'
attribution. More specifically, they viewed the lack of short-
term effort, skills and knowledge and the weakness in ability and
personality as causes of similar nature for all sorts of
frustrating teaching experiences. It is unexpected but
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interesting to find that the attribution of failure to the
weakness in ability and personality was not distinguished from
the lack of short-term effort, skill and knowledge. This raised
the problem about the perception of the respondents on the
dimension of stability and controllablity in the TAS items
concerning hypothetically frustrating experiences. As the
reliability on the. coding of I-S-UC Dimension was found to be
moderately low, it is reasoned that some sampled teachers might
view weakness in ability and personality as unstable and/or
controllable causes for failure. It is probably under such kind
of perception that the I-S-UC Dimension was discovered to be
confounded with the I-US-C Dimension.
Factor Two: Internal-Stable Attribution for Success about
Executing Professional Functions
The second factor accounts-for 5.78% of the total variance.
Thirteen out of 24 items originally construed as I-S attribution
for success loaded distinctively on this factor. An examination
on the hypothetical situations of these items revealed that most
of them were about execution of school functions and teaching
activities. The factor was thus labelled as Internal-Stable
Attribution for Success about Executing Professional Functions.
Among the 13 items, seven were on attributions to ability
whereas six were on attributions to long-term effort. The
loadings on the former appeared to be a bit higher than those of
the latter. This implies that the sampled teachers inclined to
think ability as a slightly more possible cause than long-term
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efforts in bringing forth success on the execution of
professional functions.
Factor ThrPP Multidimensional Attribution on Student
Achievement and Personal Development
Factor Three appeared to be an ambiguous factor at first
glance. The 12 items loaded heavily on this factor failed to
conform with any single attributional dimension of the original
conceptualization. In actuality, all item loaded well in this
factor were from three hypothetical situations with a variety of
attributional dimensions( I-S, E-US, I-US-C, I-S-UC E-S-UC).
A close look on the three hypothetical situations ultimately
threw lights on the meaning of the factor. It was found that they
were uniquely concerned with the development of students,
including academic achievement and life attitude. It seems that
the sampled teachers mixed up the personal factors, student
factors and environmental factors when ascribing causes to either
successful or frustrating experiences in the academic achievement
and personal development of the students. As this factor tended
to group a number of dimensions including the I-S, E-US, I-US-C
I-S-UC and E-S-UC Dimensions, it was tentatively labelled as
Multidimensional Attribution on Student Achievement and Personal
Development.
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Factor Four: Internal-Stable Attribution for Success about
Student Recognition and Student-Teacher
Relationship
The 11 items loaded substantially on this factor were all
construed as I-S attribution in the original conceptualization.
Four of them overlapped with those loaded well on Factor Two.
This factor was distinct from factor Two on the nature of the
successful teaching experience. While Factor Two was task-
oriented, Factor Four was concerned with student recognition and
student-teacher relationship.
Among the 11 items, eight attributional causes were on long-
term effort and concern, two were on personal qualities and one
was on ability. It was found that those with heavy loadings were
about attributions on long-term effort and concern. Comparatively
speaking, attribution on ability was based on the most lightly
loaded item. It may be interpreted that the sampled teachers
regarded long-term effort and concern as the most possible causes
for success in the realm of student recognition and student-
teacher relationship, though at the same time recognizing
personal qualities and ability as contributory components.
Factor Five: Others' Appreciation and Compliance as External-
Stable Attribution for Success
Among the five items loaded substantially on this factor,
four belonged to the 17-item E-S Dimension which was originally
constructed as providing alternative choices for the respondents.
ThP fniir attributions were concerned with others' appreciation on
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the qualities and performance of the teacher as well as students'
strong compliance in studying. This factor was thus tentatively
named as Others' Appreciation and Compliance as External-Stable
Attribution for Success.
Factor Six: Student Qualities as External-Stable Attribution for
Success
Factor Six is a very unique factor. The two items loaded
heavily on the factor( 0.84430 0.83727) were in the E-S
Dimension of the original conceptualization. They were
attributions about the pure, sincere and respectful qualities of
students. The generation of this factor reflected the teachers'
perception of student qualities as attribution for a subtle
success in teaching being remembered and respected by
students years after their graduation. In the cases that these
two causes were perceived by the sampled teachers as unstable,
they had heavy negative loadings on the factor( -0.84520
- 0.79419). This factor was thus named as Student Qualities as
External-Stable Attribution for Success.
Factor Seven: Stable Co-operation from others as Attribution for
Success
Three items originally construed as E-S Dimension loaded
substantially on this factor. They were distinctively concerned
with co-operation and support from colleagues and students.
Another worth-noting finding is that the E-US Dimension of the
correspoding three items had heavy negative loadings with this
factor. The factor was thus labelled as Stable Co-operation from
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Others as Attribution for Success.
Factor Eitht: School Climate as an External-Stable-
Uncontrollable Attribution for Failure
Six items loaded substantially on this factor. All of them
were attributional causes originally construed as belonging to
the E-S-UC Dimension which consisted of 18 items. With the
exception of one, the six attributions were concerned with the
school administration and the attitude of colleagues. The factor
was thus named as School Climate as an External-Stable-
Uncontrollable Attribution for Failure.
The matching between obtained factors with the logically
constructed dimensions was the main concern of the present study.
The following figure summarizes the label of each factor and its
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Figure 10 The matchinq between Obtained Factors and the Logically Constructed Dimensions
(18)
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As shown in the figure, seven out of eight obtained factors
matched with five of the logically constructed dimensions, namely
I-S, E-S, I-US-C, I-S-UC and E-S-UC. Concerning the attribution
for success, responses to the TAS generated two specific factors
matched well with the I-S Dimension and three specific factors
corresponding to the E-S Dimension. It is reasoned that the
differences in hypothetical teaching experiences and the
specifications of attributions accounted for the split of I-S and
E-S Dimensions respectively. On the other hand, no factor pattern
which related systematically to the E-US Dimension of the
original conceptuialization could be found.
In the cases of attribution for failure, all items in the
originally constructed I-US-C and I-S-UC Dimensions matched
perfectly with the factor named Internal Attribution for Failure.
However, responses to TAS did not distinguish the attributions
about weakness of ability and personality to failure from those
about the lack of short-term effort, knowledge and skill.
Concerning the E-S-UC Dimension, five items reflecting teachers'
attributions of frustrating experience to school climate emerged
as a conspicuous factor. It was found that the E-S-UC
attributions about student, task difficulty and societal impact
failed to fall into any factor pattern.
lne ootainea iacror wnicn railed to conrorm with any single
logically constructed dimension was interesting to explore. Among
the 12 items that loaded well. in this factor, two corresponded to
the I-S Dimension and two to that of the E-US Dimension, all
belonged to the items of a hypothetically successful experience.
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The remaining, eight items were matched into three logically
constructed dimensions viz. the I-US-C, I-S-UC and E-S-UC
Dimensions, all belonged to the items of two hypothetically
frustrating situations. Due to the mixing up of causal dimensions
by the respondents on the hypothetical experiences concerning
student achievement and development, it is reasoned that the
sampled teachers had vague ideas when ascribing causes in such
areas. It is also possible that matters like student achievement
and development are really hard to be attributed with clear-cut
dimensions.
In a word, it may be concluded that the factorial validity
of TAS was satisfactory due to the fair matching between obtained
factors and the logically constructed dimensions. Probably due to
the complexity of teaching as a phenomenon, most factors
generated from TAS were found to be more specific than the
logically constructed dimensions, though well matching into them.
It was also shown that the sampled teachers mixed up the causal
dimensions when ascribing personal factors in failure situations
and when making attributions about student achievement and




to verity that TAS, a measure of teacher attribution, is
evolved from a, motivational construct as hypothesized in the
attributional theory, multitrait-multimethod (MTMM) analysis was
employed in the present study. Multitrait-multimethod analysis
was conceived to be a refined statistical tool to determine
discriminant validity as well as convergent validity. The design
was based on two traits( teacher motivation and teacher
effectiveness) together with two methods of measurement: (1) an
analytical approach measuring cognitive structure (TAS TES) and
(2) a global approach measuring behavioural indicators (TMS
TPEF).
Teacher effectiveness is a construct that has overlapping
components with the construct of teacher motivation yet at the
same time can be discriminated from it. Specifically speaking,
teacher motivation is a necessary but not sufficient condition to
achieve teaching effectiveness. Based on this assumption, teacher
effectiveness was selected as the parallel trait in contrast with
teacher motivation in the MTMM design to justify the discriminant
validity of the construct of the latter variable.
To fulfill the requirement of the MTMM design, it is
necessary to include at least two distinct methods. In the
present study, a global approach measuring behavioural indicators
was chosen in contrast with an analytical approach measuring
cognitive structure. Concerning the measurement of teacher
effectiveness, the Teacher Efficacy Scale was selected as an
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analytical assessment of teachers' self perception of efficacy.
Specifically, TES measured teachers' beliefs on their abilities
to instruct. This kind of belief was conceived to be indicative
of teaching effectiveness on the basis of recent research
findings( Armor et al., 1976 Brookover et al, 1978 Brophy
Evertson, 1977 Gibson Dembo, 1984). Parallel with this method,
supervisors' ratings in the TPEF was designed as a highly
distinctive one to measure teacher effectiveness. The final TPEF
rating was in fact an average mark of four observations by two
experienced teacher-trainers. Ideally speaking, the parallel
assessment of teacher motivation to the analytical measure of TAS
should be based on the method of interview or observation.
Nevertheless, constraints on resources precluded the possibility
to implement such a design. Instead, a global measure was
constituted basing on three motivational indexes. Though this
measure might appear as similar to TAS at the first glance, it
aimed to produce the behavioural as well as global indexes
concerning the respondents' choice, intensity.and persistence of
effort in the teaching profession.
For assessing convergent and discriminant validity in a MTMM
design, Campbell and Fiske (1958) proposed four criteria: In the
first place, the convergent validity coefficients should be
statistically significant to warrant further examination of
validity. Second, the convergent validity coefficients should be
higher than the correlations between different traits assessed by
different methods. Third, the convergent validity coefficients
should be higher than the correlations between different traits
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assessed by the same method. Lastly, the pattern of correlations
between different traits should be similar whether same or
different methods are used.
In applying the criteria to the present study, a
satisfactory construct validity of TAS required the followings:
1. TAS and TMS should be significantly correlated.
2. The correlation coefficent of TAS and TMS should be higher
than that of TAS and TPEF.
3. The correlation coefficient of TAS and TMS should be higher
than that of TAS and TES.
4. The correlation patterns of the following comparisons should
be similar: TAS and TES, TAS and TPEF and TMS and TES.
However, it should be noted that the present study was
complicated by the employment of factor scores and subscales in
the analysis.
Intercorrelations between two traits( teacher motivation
and teacher effectiveness) across two methods( an analytical
approach measuring cognitive structure and a global approach
measuring behavioural indicators) are presented in the MTMM
matrix in Table 10. This matrix helps to identify categories that
pass specified tests of convergent and discriminant validity.
Table 10
Mult itrait-Multimethod Matrix
Method 1 ( An analytical approach to measure cognitive structure)
( A global approach to measure
Method 2 behavioural indicators)
T raits Motivation
(TAS)
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 6 Factor 8
E ffectiveness
(TES)














(TES)Factor 1 -.0340 .3914 .1809 .4421 .1498 .0382
Factor 2 .1483 -.0030 -.1204 .0748 .2033 -.3280
Method 2 Motivation
(TMS) CH .0283 -.0394 .0017 .0045 .0765 -.0842 .1397 .1239
IN -.1121 .2463 .0871 .3150 -.1903 .1090 .3267 .0942
PE -.0176 .0649 .0500 .1133 -.3370 .0473 .2016 .0894
Effectiveness
(TPEF) .0115 -.0203 -.0906 .0019 .0813 .0085 .0035 -.0261 .0189 .0196 -.0588
p .05 p .01
Note.[ act oi Five and Factor Seven of the TAS were not included in the MTMM analysis due to the small number of responses to the items
loading well on them.
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Among the six TAS factors being placed in the MTMM matrix,
two( Factor Two: Internal-Stable Attribution for Success
about Executing Professional Functions and Factor Four:
It Internal-Stable Attribution for Success about Student
Recognition and Student-Teacher Relationship) passed the test
of convergent validity. Their convergent validity coefficients
with the' Intensity' subscale of TMS were 0.2463 and 0.3150
respectively, both significant at the .01 level. In addition,
Factor Four of TAS was found to be significantly correlated with
the' persistence' subscale of TMS( at .05 level, correlation
coefficient= 0.1133). These results revealed that the Internal-
Stable Dimension of attribution for successful teaching
experiences was positively and substantially related to the
motivational level of teachers in terms of intensity and
persistence of effort.
On the other hand, four of the obtained TAS factors( Factor
One, Factor Three, Factor Six and Factor Eight) were found to
have no significant correlation with TMS subscales. These
findings might be explained by the unique aggregation of
dimensions in one factor or the specific environmental setting
under which the sampled teachers perceived the causes of their
failure.
It is understandable that Factor Three and Factor Six did
not have convergent validity with TMS due to the unique
aggregation of dimensions*in these two factors. Specifically,
Factor Three was a grouping of the I-S, E-US, I-US-C, I-S-UC and
F-R-UC Dimensions in explaining student achievement and
development whereas Factor Six was of External but Stable
Dimension in explaining teachers' success. In actuality, no
hypothesized link between these factors and teacher motivation
level could be ascertained on the basis of Weiner's attributional
theory.
The fact that Factor One( Internal Attribution for Failure)
and Factor Eight( School Climate as an External-Stable-
Uncontrtollable Attribution for Failure) failed to correlate with
any subscale of TMS demanded close examination. As Factor One was
largely matched with the I-US-C Dimension and Factor Eight was a
specific factor of the E-S-UC Dimension, the former was
hypothesized to have positive correlation with motivation level
whereas the. latter should link with motivation level in a
negative way hypothetically. Negative evidences on the
hypothesized link between teacher attributional dimensions and
motivation level in failure cases might be interpreted in the
light of the environmental setting under which the research was
launched.
Overwhelming environmental constraints on teaching in Hong
Kong has been a well-recognized fact. Heavy workload,
examination-oriented curriculum as well as undemocratic policy¬
making and adminstrative process are among the most notable
constraints. Even when teachers attributed the lack of effort,
.knowledge and skill as causes for their failures, they might not
strive for improving due to the constraints and pressure brought
by the outside forces. This probably explained why the first
factor was not significantly correlated with TMS. The non-
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significant correlation between Factor Eight and TMS could also
be comprehended in the light of the environmental setting and the
teachers' perception of it. Adverse school administration and
disappointing supportive system among staff have been widespread
phenomena in the secondary schools of Hong Kong. As the majority
of teachers might have accepted this kind of school climate as
the necessary reality, attributing it as a stable-uncontrollable
cause for failure would not have a negative influence on their
motivation level.
With the convergent validity found to be partially
supported, the assessment of discriminant validity was then
proceeded. The latter process should involved three steps,
corresponding to the second, third and fourth criteria outlined
by Campbell and Fiske (1959).
As revealed from the MTMM matrix, the correlation
coefficients derived from the same trait with different method
(TAS TMS) was higher than those obtained from different triats
with different methods( TAS TPEF). This means criterion two
suggested by Campbell and Fiske was fulfilled, providing positive
evidence for the discriminant validity of TAS. An interesting
finding emerged from the results was the non-significant
correlation between TAS and TPEF. This indicated that the
effectiveness rating might be a function of other factors like
ability rather than motivation.
The second step in determining discriminant validity was
completed by comparing the correlation coefficients emerged from
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the same trait using different method( TAS TMS) with those
obtained from different triats using the same method( TAS
TES). As the latter exceeded the former, criterion three proposed
by Campbell and Fiske was not fulfilled. The high co I rrelation
found between the.two traits, teacher attribution and teacher
efficacy, was of particular interest. On the one hand, the two
factors of Internal-Stable Attribution for Success in TAS were
substantially correlated with the Personal Teaching Efficacy
Factor of TES( correlation coefficients= .3914 and .4421,
p.01). On the other, the factor of School Climate as External-
Stable-Uncontrollable Attribution for Failure was substantially
correlated with the Teaching Efficacy Factor in a negative way
( correlation coefficients= -.3280, p.01). The finding as such
ran counter to the discriminant validity of TAS. A close
examination into the meaning of these factors, however, revealed
that the significant correlations were conceptually sound. This
finding suggested that teacher efficacy was probably more of a
motivational construct than a construct of effectiveness. The
suggestion was further supported by the fact that significant
correlations were found between the Personal Teaching Efficacy
factor with all the three subscales of TMS and between the
Teacher Efficacy factor with the' Choice' subscale of TMS.
The last step for the assessment of discriminant validity
suggested by Campbell and Fiske involved examining the
correlation pattern between different traits using same or
different method. The correlation pattern in the present MTMM
matrix was found to be dissimilar, not fulfilling the Campbell-
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Fiske criterion. This result was mainly due to the original
conceptualization of efficacy as a construct of effectiveness. As
the TES factors emerged to correlate significantly with TAS
Dimension and TMS subscale but not with TPEF, no systematic
pattern could be observed in the correlation coefficients between
different traits measured by same or different methods.
Taken together the above findings and analyses, the
convergent and discriminant validity was only partially
supported. For convergent validity, it was only confirmed in the
Internal-Stable Dimension of TAS in cases of attribution for
success. Concerning discriminant validity, it was partially
justified as the convergent validity coefficient was higer than
the correlation coefficient between different traits measured by
the same method. Nevertheless, the stricter criterion three and
criterion four suggested by Campbell and Fiske were not
fulfilled.
As clearly stated by Cronbach and Meehl (1955), negative
evidences in MTMM analysis can be interpreted in three ways:
1. The test does not measure the construct variable.
2. The theoretical network which generated the hypothesis is
incorrect.
3. The experimental design failed to test the hypothesis
properly.
Due to the satisfactory finding on factorial validity of
TAS, the first interpretation mentioned above is not an adequate
one to match with. On the other hand, the second and third
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interpretations might contain elements of truth in explaining the
results of the present MTMM study. One obvious problem in the
experimental design was about the conceptualized relation of
teacher efficacy with motivation and effectiveness. The
misjudgement of its being a trait of effectiveness rather than a
triat of motivation probably accounted for the negative evidences
in the assessment of discriminant validity. Concerning the
theoretical network that generated the hypothesized link between
teacher attribution dimensions and motivational level, some of
its components were found to be not applicable in an
environmental setting with overwhelming contraints.-
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Levels of the Teacher Attribution Scale (TAS), Teacher Motivation
Scale (TMS) and Teacher Efficacy Scale (TES)
Levels of the Teacher Attribution Scale (TAS)
The Teacher Attribution Scale was composed of five main
subscales( I-S, E-US, I-US-C, E-S-UC and I-S-UC Dimensions) and
two alternative dimensions( E-S and E-S-C Dimensions). Factor
analysis on the teachers' responses to TAS generated eight
substantial factors fairly matching into the originally
conceptualized dimensions. Table 11 summarizes the means and SD's
of the TAS dimensions in terms of obtained factors.
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Table 11
Means and SD's of the TAS Dimensions in terms of Obtained Factor
Originally Constructed Mean
Obtained Factors of TAS Dimension No. of items Mean SDper
item
Factor One I-US-C I-S-UC 34 121.129 3.56 21.430
(Internal Attribution for
Failure)
Factor Two I-S 13 57.983 4.29 7.211
(Internal-Stable Attribution
for Success about Executing
Professional Function)
Factor Three 12 51.452 4.29 5.116I-S, E-US, I-US-C,
(Multidimensional Attribution I-S-UC E-S-UC
on Student Achievement and
Personal Development)
Factor Four I-S 11 52.086 4.74 6.067
(Internal-Stable Attribution
for Success about Student
Recognition and Student-
Teacher Relationship)
8.864 4.43 1.859E-S 2Factor Six
(Student Qualities as External
-Stable Attribution for
Success)
16.000 5.33 1.7323E-SFactor Seven
(Stable Co-operation from
Others as Attribution for
Success)
27.249 4.54 3.972E-S-UCFactor Eight
(School Climate as an
External-Stable-Uncontrollable
Attribution for Failure)
Note: Factor Five -is not included due to the small number of responses to the items loading well on it.
6
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An examination on the means of TAS dimensions revealed
certain characteristics of teacher attribution in the present
sample. In the cases of attribution for success, the means of
Factors Two, Four, Six and Seven were all considerably high,
showing that the teachers readily regarded internal-stable
qualities and external situations as likely the causes for their
success. These findings did not lend support to part of the
assertion of self-serving bias, which stressed on the teachers'
tendency in attributing success to personal factors. Concerning
the attribution for failure, the means of Factor One was
obviously lower than the means of Factor Eight and Factor Three,
revealing that the sampled teachers tended to attribute their
failure more on the external factors and mixed causes rather than
on personal reasons. This tendency agreed with part of the self-
serving bias assertion, which highlighted the teachers' defensive
tendency to evade personal responsibilities in cases of failure.
Levels of the Teacher Motivation Scale (TMS)
Three motivational indexes viz. Choice, Intensity and
Persistence constituted the subscales of the Teacher Motivation




Means and SD's of the Subscales in TMS
Mean
Subscales MeanNo. of items S.Dper
item
10 61.470 6.15 12.489CH (Choice)
47.358 4.7410 6.348IN (Intensity)
4.0240.177 8.08110PE (Persistence)
It should be noted that the maximum score for each item in
the subscale of' Choice' was nine whereas for each item in the
remaining .subscales was six. Comparatively speaking, the mean
score of' Intensity' was higher than those of' Choice' and
Persistence'. The levels of TMS subscales might be reflective
of the motivational pattern of the sampled teachers, which was
characterized by higher intensity of effort but lower incentive
in choosing difficult task and in persisting effort amidst
frustrating experiences.
Levels of the Teacher Efficacy Scale (TES)
The Teacher Efficacy Scale is a 24-item scale in Likert
form. Factor analysis on the subjects' responses generated two
factors corresponding to Bandura's conceptualization of self-
efficacy (1977). The means and SD's of the obtained factors in
TES are presented in the following table:
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Table 13
Means and SD's of-the obtained Factors in TES
Mean
Factor no. of items Mean SDper
item
Factor 1
(The Personal Teaching 14 57.794 4.13 6.348
Efficacy Factor)
Factor 2
(The Teaching Efficacy 8 24.826 3.10 4.676
Factor)
As shown in Table 14, the mean score of Factor One was much
higher than that of Factor Two. This reflected that the sampled
teachers had higher perceived efficacy concerning their ability
to instruct than in dealing with environmental obstacles.
Group Comparisions on the Scores of Teacher Attribution Scale
(TAS)
One-way ANOVA was employed to determine if there were group
differences on the TAS score by sex, teaching experience, school
type and teaching subject. The teaching experience of the
subjects ranged from one month( teaching practice) to twenty-
two years and was broken down into four levels, viz. Group One
( one month), Group Two( one to two years), Group Three
( three to five years), and Group Four( over five years). The
school type of the subjects was also broken down into two main
categories: government, subsidized and caput schools being Group
I and private schools being Group II. Concerning the subjects
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they teach, three groups of teachers were identified, namely the
language group, the humanities group and the science group.
Significant differences were only found in the
classificatory variable of teaching experience on Factor One of
TAS which was perfectly matched into the I-US-C and I-S-UC
Dimensions in the original conceptualization. ANOVA results are
tabulated in the following table:
Table 14
ANOVA results on the I-US-C and I-S-UC Dimension in terms of
Teaching Experience
Scheffe Test in TermsAttributional
of Teaching ExperienceF dfDimension
Gpl Gp2 Gp3 Gp4
I-US-c
12.3834 3/194 0.0000 104.2 97.9 87.5 92.0
Gpl Gp2 Gp3 Gp4
I-S-UC
31.3 30.0 25.5 27.313.4172 3/200 0.0000
Results of ANOVA indicated that teachers with less teaching
experience scored significantly higher than those experienced
teachers on the I-US-C dimension. This means that the experienced
teachers were less inclined to attribute failure to causes such
as lack of skill, knowledge and short-term effort. This finding,
being not unexpected, leads to some important implications.
SuDVOSing that Weiner's hypothesis on attributional theory is
p
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acceptable, the finding implies that experienced teachers might
be less motivated due to their attributional style on the I-US-C
Dimension.
ANOVA results on the I-S-UC Dimension among groups of
teaching experience were very similar to those of the I-US-C
Dimension. Teachers with less experience scored significantly
higher than those experienced teachers. To explain the results,
one of the possibilities is that younger teachers were more ready
to admit their weaknesses in ability and personality as causes
for failure whereas experienced teachers were more defensive.
Another possible explanation is that the less experienced teacher
might view the attributional causes in I-S-UC Dimension as
unstable and/or controllable. Findings in the reliability of
coding and factor analysis previously discussed lent support to
this interpretation.
Group difference in the classificatory variables of sex,
school type and teaching subject on the causal dimensions did not
reach the .05 significant level. This means that teacher
attributional dimensions in the present sample was not
discriminated by sex. The attributional style was also not much
affected by types of school and teaching subjects.
Group Comparisons on the Scores of Teacher Attribution Scale in
terms of Teacher Motivation Leyel
With a view to assess the effect of teacher motivation level
on teacher attribution, ANOVA was employed to analyze the
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variance on TAS scores among the three motivation levels
classified by the TMS. The high motivation group (H) refered to
those who scored one standard deviation above the mean, the low
group (L) one standard deviation below, and the medium group (M)
was those in between. Results of ANOVA on TAS dimensions
classified by the three motivational indexes of TMS are presented
in Table 15, 16 and 17:
Table 15
ANOVA Results on the TAS Dimensions Classified by the
Attributional Dimension
F df p
in terms of obtained Factors
Factor One 0.5679 2/193 n.s.
Factor Two 0.2493 2/202 n.s.
Factor Three 2/1860.1492 n.s.
Factor Four 0.3788 2/211 n.s
2/160.5577Factor Six n.s.
2.7120 2/207Factor Eight n.s.
Note: Factor Five and Factor Seven are not included due to the
small number of responses to the items loading well on them.
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Table 16
ANOVA Results on the TAS Dimensions Classified by the
Motivational Index of Intensity
Attributional
Dimension
in terms of Scheffe Test in terF df p
of 'Intensity'Obtained
Factors
Factor One 0.8933 2/193 n.s.
Factor Two 5.5925 2/202.0 High Medium Low
60,23 33 58.2786 54.6571
Factor Three 1.4687 2/186 n.s.
Factor Four 7.1246 2/211 .Ol High Medium Low
54 ,7576 52.3151 49.4571
Factor Six 0.5685 2/16 n.s.
Factor Eight 1.5305 2/207 n.s.
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Table 17
ANOVA Results on the TAS Dimensions Classified by the
Motivational Index of Persistenc
Attributional Dimension
in terms of Obtained Factors df,-
Factor One 1.9216. 2/19. n. s.
Factor Two 0.3016 2/20: n. s.
Factor Threi 1.5762 2/18 n.s.
Factor Four 2/21.0.7041 n. s.
Factor Six 1.1525 2/16 n. s.
Factor Eighi 0.5973 2/20' n.s.
Significant differences among the high, medium and low
groups were found on Factor Two and Factor Four classified by
the' Intensity' index of TMS. Both of the factors matched well
into the Internal-Stable Dimension of the original
conceptualization. From Table 16, it can be observed that the
group with higher motivational level as classified by the index
of Intensity had higher mean score on Factor Two and Factor Four.
The results indicated that the teachers who worked more
intensively were those who believed Internal-Stable factors as
more possible'reasons for their success in teaching.
Concerning the relationship between attributional dimensions
and the motivational indexes of choice and persistence, no
apparent effect was found. -In other words, the results suggested
that choice and persistence of teachers might be a function of
other factors rather than attribution.
F P
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As discussed in the MTMM section, the effect of special
environmental setting might have contributed to the negative
evidences of the hypothesized link between teacher attributional
dimensions and motivation level. This generalization was probably
applicable to explain the non-significant results in the ANOVA.
In the final analysis then, it was interpretated that the
effects of attribution on the choice and persistence of teachers
might be diminished by overwhelming environmental constraints. On
the other hand, teachers' intensity of effort was probably a
function of internal-stable attribution for success.
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CHAPTER VI CONCLUSION, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Conclusion
The present study aimed to test the applicability of
Weiner's attributional theory on the field of teacher motivation.
Underlining this aim was the investigation into two fundamental
questions, namely the dimensions of teacher attribution and their
links with motivation level. Three hypotheses have been set in
this study with relation to these two questions. Hypothesis One
stating that factors generated from the Teacher Attribution Scale
would correspond to the logically constructed dimensions based on
Weiner's attributional theory was supported. This indicates that
teacher attribution can be comprehended and analyzed in terms of
a three-dimensional scheme of locus, stability and
controllability. Concerning the hypothesized link between teacher
attributional dimensions and motivation level, the relationship
was only established in the cases of internal-stable attribution
for success as shown in the multitrait-multimethod matrix and the
ANOVA results. In the cases of failure, no apparent link was
found between the motivation level and the logically constructed
attributional dimensions. Convergent validity as stated in
Hypothesis Two and the claim that difference in motivation level
of teacher can be determined in terms of TAS scores as stated in
Hypothesis Three were thus only partially supported. It is
contended that overwhelming environmental contraints in the
educational setting of Hong Kong may have diminished the effect
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of teacher attribution on motivation level in the frustrating
situations. As the TAS has demonstrated high internal consistency
and satisfactory factorial validity to suggest promise for
further use, replication of this study in different cultural
settings is recommended. It is believed that such an approach is
needed before any conclusive remark can be made about the
applicability of Weiner's attributional theory on the study of
teacher motivation.
Implications
The characteristics of teacher attribution and motivational
pattern highlighted in the present study have implications for
the teaching profession in general and the educational setting of
Hong Kong in particular.
Levels of the TAS had reflected that the sampled teachers
viewed personal factors as evidently less possible causes than
external situations in cases of failure. This tendency deemed as
' defensive' in the literature( e.g. Bradley, 1978 Miller
Ross, 1975) was found to be more salient in the group of
experienced teachers. If Weiner's hypothesized link between
external-stable attribution and low motivation can be applied to
the teachers, this kind of attributional style is not a desirable
one for liberating the potential motivational forces of teacher.
Denying the insufficiency of one's knowledge and other personal
inadequacies amidst frustrating experiences in educating the
youth also failed to match with the ideal image of teacher in
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both the Socratic and Confucian tradition. Nevertheless, changes
of teacher attribution through cognitive intervention is by no
means easy to achieve, especially in the cases that environmental
obstacles were substantial. Under such situations, may be it is
not justified to label external attribution for failure as
defensive, though it is obviously not an ideal attributional
style to actualize the potentialities of teachers.
Levels of TMS and TES were also indicative of the sampled
teachers' motivational pattern. As shown by the results of TMS,
teachers in general had considerable high intensity of effort but
comparatively lower incentive to choose difficult task and to
persist effort amidst frustrating experiences. Concerning the
results of TES, it was found that teachers had higher personal
efficacy to instruct students but much lower sense of efficacy in
dealing with environmental obstacles. The above results taken
together appeared to reflect a unique motivational pattern with
motivation being a function of teachers' inner quality and their
perception of it but at the same time undermined by considerable
constraints and pressure operating in the educational setting.
The pattern of relationships found between teacher
attribution dimensions and motivation level could well fit in
with the above findings. On the one hand, substantial
correlation was observed between the Internal-Stable Dimension
and the' Intensity' index of TMS, indicating that intensity of
effort of the sampled teachers was a function of internal-stable
attribution in cases of success. On the other hand, non-
significant correlations were found between teacher attributional
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dimensions and motivation level in cases of failure. These non-
significant results were interpreted in the light of
environmental setting under which the effect of self-attribution
on teacher motivation was overshadowed by overwhelmimg
constraints and pressure. This interpretation has a significant
implication: Even if cognitive intervention of teachers'
attribution is attempted, it may be futile to improve teacher
motivation if the fetters of environmental pressure are not
unlocked. Under an educational setting with substantial
constraints, motivation of teachers( in particular their choices
and persistence) may be a function of other factors like
personal values and fulfillment of needs rather than
attributional style. In a nutshell, the aforementioned
implications suggest that the removal of unreasonable
environmental contraints and the long-term cultivation of
teachers' affective development are essential with the view to
enhance teacher motivation level.
Recommendations
with the insignts gainea irom the iinaings ana lmpiicatluns
of the present study, recommendations are made on three
perspectives as follows:
106
A. The replication of study on teacher attribution
It is recommended that replication of this study be done in
different cultural settings with teachers of different levels as
subjects in order to gather more information on the feasibility
in applying Weiner's attributional theory to the field of teacher
motivation. While launching the replication study, two
suggestions are made for improving the design:
a. The criterion measure reflecting teacher motivation should be
based on data obtained from in-depth interview or long-term
observation.
b. Follow-up interview after the administering of TAS is also
advisable with the view to explore the phenomenology of
respondents on attributional dimensions.
B. The exploration of new dimensions in the motivational
construct
Negative evidence in the multitrait-multimethod analysis of
the present study has led to a new conceptual development, that
is, the confirmation of teacher efficacy as a motivational
construct. The antecedents and consequences of teacher efficacy
are in fact worthwhile to explore and the improvement of Teacher
Efficacy Scale in consideration with different cultural settings
is also needed.
Results in this study also suggested that teacher
attribution is not a sole factor accounting for teacher
motivation level, particularly in an environment with
overwhelming constraints. In-depth investigation into other
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dimensions like teachers' goals as well as their affective
development are recommended. Their structural relations and
interactive effects with teacher attribution are also worth
exploring.
C. The investigation into and removal of environmental
constraints in the educational setting
Environmental setting has been found to interact with teacher
motivation in -a very subtle way. If teacher development and
student accomplishment are what we aim for, efforts in removing
the unreasonable environmental constraints are indeed necessary.
In precedent step to this, it is advisable to investigate into
teachers' perception of environmental constraints and its effect
on teacher motivation level.
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An Open-Ended Questionnaire on Teachers' Self Attribution
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Appendi B
An Open-Ended 8uestionnaire on Attribution of Other
Teachers' Success and Failure in Teaching
--I
在 剛 的 當 中 ， 可 笔 認 為 有 些 是 成 功 的 ， 有 些 目 | | 是 錢 的
， 在 卬 ：
II?
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⑶ 浦 才 算 是 成 功 的 老 誦 ？
“ ） 磁 的 情 況 下 ， 丨 綱 ， 骑 是 顯 ？




A Collection of Self-Attribution of Success and Failure in
Teaching

















Se 1 f-AttT l bution of Success Se l f-ftttT l bution of Failure
― 投 又
一 以 學 芏 的 烈 益 為 本 泣
I
一 討 人 苒 重 和 熱 試
一 瞄 亊 赛 貴
一 將 包 己 咬 在 學 主 的 竑 頂 上
一 自 我 中 心
一 包 己 的 天 睡
— 有 説 服 力
一 有 幽 打 想
一 懂 得 幻 學 方 法
一 懂 得 方 法 吸 引 學 主 的 注 巵
力 及 肢 動 他 〈 他 發 同
一 與 學 主 的 閼 係 未 矩 达 理 得 洽 笛
一 II
一 未 矩 顼 笛 處 理 課 室 的 扶 序 同 超
一 未 矩 霣 裎 得 好 學 科 的 钧 學 冇 法
一 銪 華 學 主 心 理 冇 囡 腚 得 不 夠 好




一 满 課 不 足
一 俩 褚 庇 荡
一 學 主 有 回 想
2
2
一 學 主 锃 度 太 差
一 學 主 银 本 無 得 狗
5
一 與 同 事 合 邝 偷 快 一 莉 鉀 工 作 懕 力 里 ， 兼 負 莉 學 及
課 外 活 動 的 任 探
一 學 芏 的 冢 底 背 晕 及 居 丨 主 頊 煩
一 闻 戌 對 學 主 垤 主 径 大 影 霤 力


























A 11 i tude
SChOO 1
c l mate







一 對 莉 再 有 輿 趣
一 投 又
一 有 理 想
一 有 釘 身 現 神
一 有 取 業 樂 業 現 神
一 工 作 寒 埂 好 《 括 莉 書 及
趣興力之11而面枕诅趣的事升興两黹人無莉社別涸两里主私為钧看人重只對不對I I
一 有 愛




一 有 射 心
一 1
一 赛 於 助 人
一 間 心 學 主
一 以 身 作 別 ， 有 艮 好 道 通 操
511X
一 有 莛 取 心 及 校 為 開 苡
11
一 對 人 汉 有 興 趣
， 不 負 貢 任
一 軋 發 晖 轵 ， 不 屝 揆 受 粃 評 ， 包
苯 包 大
一 玦 之 免 心
51





一 满 錁 功 夫 冗 足
8
學 内 容




一 满 課 不 足
111
II
一 不 學 無 衝 珥 課 如 江 湖 （ 宅
蛋 蕖
3
一 學 主 的 回 播 厓 主 的 工 作
10




一 不 良 的 抝 两 制 度













The finding Scheme of PptppivpH ransality
The Coding Scheme of Perceived Causality (CSPC) is a manual for coding
open-ended or free response data generated by asking people why they believe
success or failure events have occurred. It employs a three-dimensional
analysis of causal attributions and represents a further development of the
two-dimensional analysis developed by Weiner and his associates in 1971. The
dimensions defined and used are internality, stability, and intentionality.
Research based on the CSPC has demonstrated that high intercoder
reliability can be obtained and that the system is useful for classifying
causal attributions in achievement and social situations. The manual
contains practical suggestions for coding open-ended attributional data as
well as a theoretical discussion of the three dimensions.
Abstracted in the JSAS
Catalog of SeT eeted
Documents in Psychology,
1975, 3j 313














11 Stable element of
task difficulty
18 Extrinsic
Mediate 05 Intrinsic motives;
general interests
and rewards
15 Stable motives of
a permanent other(s)
Intentional 03 Stable effort 13 Stable help or hurt















Mediate 05 Intrinsic motives;
interest in task
15 Motives of a sit¬
uational other(s)
Intentional 02 Effort 12 Others' situational




An Open-Ended Questiunnaire on Teachers' Personal Goals
II““IIII-
I




誦 在 訂 踊 胃 目 詐 關 戢 鯰 關 ?
若 杲 你 定 袖 钏 話 ， 科 望 笔 儘 快 收 至 价 的 回 音 。
謝
Append i s G














學 玍 本 身 的 努 力 掙 礼 〈 但 是 不 穩 定 的 、








b. 1© 3 4 5 S
C. 1 2 3© 5 6
d. 1 2 3® 5 6
05
1.|III’





















“ 謂 巧 選 上 了 有 升 關 會
II


















學 生 解 ― 但 這 湩 賃 況 並 不 常 見
5
I



























』 些 科 有 賴 龍 但 日 後 臓 學 主 未 丨 舰 〉
I4












( ： . 你 只 盡 了 幾 分 力 量 去 跑










印 是 處 盡 全 力 的 去 工 作
』 有 高 的 列 ， 群 事 產 力
( ： . 周 國 有 | 彳 你 表 示 支 待 和 欣 貫 的 人 但 湩 情 况 未 它 常 見
















( ： . 學 主 往 往 受 其 他 同 職 千 瘦 ， 筒 绪 不 ⑶












































































⑶ 具 有 削 造 的 才 ？
活 ， 得 髓 内 老 關 蓄 遠 認 同 和 支 待 《 龍 種 筒 況
未 仑 常 有 〉
















































』 的 熱 試 和 努 力 不 足
(.I






“ 尔 住 培 上 幌
16
“ 拔 時 議 泄 辦 主 醒 不 好

























体 在 校 察 及 班 察 上 未 夠 盡 力
I
』 處 事 待 人 的 扶 巧 不 ，









； 斑 學 主 豐 得 ！ 個 湘 具 意 義 和 辦 住 《 但 未 卿 如 此 》
、 你 旧 鐽 域 判 龍 屆 科 目
“4—1










時 下 的 學 主 往 往 反 刚 ’ 但 又 學 觀
4II1
( ： . 你 未 有 努 力 駐 輿 他 《 他 》 們 建 謂 係















二 學 主 非 常 用 功 的 證 書 《 龍 種 情 况 未 它 常 有 〉


























































很 希 郎 龍 韻 馘 錢 關 ， 龍 於 - 腿 的 學 葡
研 宄 是 非 常 重 要 的 ，
作 答 结 果 麟 提 關 □ 人 資 料 ， 只 供 學 術 研 究 之 用 。





《 請 ， 其 中 一 項 〉
”I
X

















































1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 6














⑵ 觀 會 文 化
2
011
⑶ ) 其 他 ：
0-


















1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 S







講 其 中 一 攻 〉
⑴ 过 善 腿 考 謙
⑵ 抗 街 社 會 文 化







们 古 計 成 功 率 方 面 ！ ！ ⑶ ？
I2
如 何 ？
如 果 随 了 “ 肺 討 果 范 ，









1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 5







如 果 体 髮 覺 包 己 哲 得 越 來 越 不 起 勁 ， 而 又 希 望 有 些 过 變 ，
I8
I 37 1|
⑴ 过 善 邦 及 考 即 丨 度














1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 5











其 中 一 頊 〉
5
⑵ 浦 社 會 文 化
⑶ 議 了 隱 ( ： 學 主
[I2‘
I]111I!
⑻ 其 他 ：
00115
I






1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 5











⑴ 其 他 ：
II
1
這 丨 隱 隱 甽 ？
你 估 純 解 ？
II2
如 何 ？
如 杲 卬 沱 了 ( ： 血 仍 未 看 ！ ！ 園 ，
II?
径曰勿50I1
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 G












浦 於 錢 ， [ 錢 勖 你 豐 得
!0







1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 6











萍 最 有 可 走 會 從 那 議 繊 力 ？
〈 講 其 中 一 項 〉
13
⑵ 浦 社 會 艾 化





龍 於 籠 啊 錢 [ 你 覺 得
！ 罷 細 削 ？




体 會 堅 待 下 捕 可 龍 是 浦 ？
柽易茬低泽不盡力泽不可萣
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 5








其 中 一 項 〗
3II




⑻ 其 他 ：
01





如 果 随 了 （ ： 肺 韶 果 范 ，
14II
茬易接低不盡力淫不可萣
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 6








印 聶 有 可 室 會 從 那 賴 手 去 嘗 試 ？
V’
“ 成 善 識 考 試 觀












你 會 堅 訂 腔 怎 律 ?
径易85
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 8
1 2 3 4 5 8
百’
Note: The scoring system of the' Choice' subscale in the TMS
The' Choice' subscale of the TMS is designed to be a nine-
point scale derived from the responses to two questions
concerning the choice of teachers, namely the comparative
difficulty level of the chosen task and the possibility of its








































The Teacher Efficacv Scale
1
12?11211[III?I
； 义 有 所 謂 正 輕 案 。
很 希 望 印 技 真 韻 債 況 回 答 所 有 同 題 ， 這 討 於 - 賴 真 的 學 衛 研
究 是 非 常 重 要 的 。






































































常 有 限 。
15.11



























《 他 〉 封 下 一 課 的 記 憶 。
068
21. -IIII!
作 出 过 變 。
22-II11

































1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 '4 5 S
1 2 3 4 5 G
1 2 3 4 5 G
1 2 3 4 5 G
1 2 3 4 5 G
1 2 3 4 5 G
1 2 3 4 5 G
1 2 3 4 5 G
1 2 3 4 5 G
1 2 3 4 5 G
1 2 3 4 5 G
1 2 3 4 5 G
1 2 3 4 5 G
1 2 3 4 5 G
1 2 3 4 5 G
1 2 3 4 5 G
1 2 3 4 5 G
1 2 3 4 5 G
1 2 3 4 5 G
1 2 3 4 5 G
1 2 3 4 5 G
1 2 3 4 5 G
1 2 3 4 5 G
學 號 ：
Appendix J



























1 2 3 4,
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5



















方 差 分 斩
歸 因 问 度
爾
藿 足 注 向 度
控 龍 飼 度
溝 念 體
同 讀
因 子 分 斩
52
552
度由-口—
浦 歸 因
I


